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1.0 SUMMARY

On December 9,.1991, the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) proposed national emission standards for hazardous air
pollutants for perchloroethylene (PCE) emissions from dry
cleaning facilities (56 FR 64382) under authority of section 112
of the Clean Air Act. Public comments were requested on the
proposal in the Federal Register. There were 34 commenters
composed mainly of States, environmental groups, industry trade
associations, and dry cleaning equipment vendors.

Public comments were also requested in a notice of
availability of new information on control of PCE emissions
during clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities that use
transfer dry cleaning machines. This notice was published. on
Oétober 1, 1992 (57 FR 45363). Eight comment letters were
received.

All of the comments that were submitted, along with
responses to these comments, are summarized in this document.

The summary of comments and responses serves as the basis for the
revisions made to the standards between proposal and
promulgation. '

1.1 SUMMARY OF CHANGES SINCE PROPOSAL

Sihce proposal, several important changes have been ﬁade to
the regulation. The changes affect new and existing dry cleaning
machines located at major and area sources. At proposal, owners
or:-operators:of new dry-to-dry machines located: at major or area
sources. were given a choice of installing carbon adsorbers or
- refrigerated condensers as process vent control. At .
~ promulgation, all new dry cleaning machines. located at major or
area sources are required to install refrigerated condensers.

The owner or operator of a new dry-to-dry machine located at

a major source is also required to install a carbon adsorber to




.control the PCE emissions remaining in the dry cleaning machine
drum at the end of the dry cleaning cycle.

- At proposal, new transfer machine systems were allowed and
control requirements for these systems were specified. At
promulgation, new transfer machine systéms are prohibited through
a regulatory requirement prohibiting PCE emissions from clothing
transfer between the washer and the dryer. This requirement
cannot be met by new transfer machine systems even if these
systems are enclosed in room enclosures.

At proposal} existing uncontrolled dry-to-dry machines
located at major or area sources were given a choice of
installing carbon adsorbers or refrigerated condensers as process
vent control. Existing uncontrolled transfer machine systens
located at area sources wére.requiréd to install carbon
adsorbers. At promulgation, existing uncontrolled dry-to-dry
machines and transfer machine systems are required to install
refrigerated condensers. Existing controlled machines that
already have a carbon adsorber, however, are not required to
install a refrigerated condenser for process vent control.

At proposal, existing uncontrolled transfer machine systems
located at major sources were required to install carbon
adsorbers. At promulgation, existing uncontrolled transfer
machine systems located at major sources are required to install
refrigerated condensers as process vent control. Existing
controlled'transfer‘machine%systemeat'major‘sourceScthat‘aiready-
have a carbon adsorber, however, are not required to install a
refrigerated condenser for process vent control. For control of
fugitive emissions, all existing transfer machine systems located
at.major. sources. must be enclosed within a room enclosure that.
exhausts. to: a carbon adsorber.

At proposal, the low solvent consumption exemption for
process vent control at area sources was 220 gallons of PCE per
year for' a:dry-to-dry machine and 300 gallons of PCE per year for
a transfer machine system. At promulgatién, the low solvent
consumption exemption for process vent control has been lowered
and now. applies: to the- total PCE. solvent consumption: of all
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machines at the dry cleéning facility rather than on a per
machine basis. At promulgation, the low solvent consumption
exemption for process vent control is 140 gallons of PCE per year
for a dry cleaning facility with only dry-to-dry machines or both
dry-to-dry machines and transfer machine systems, and 200 gallons
of PCE per year for a dry cleaning facility with only transfer
machines systens.

The level of PCE consumption distinguishing major from area
sources is the same as at proposal; however, this now applies to
the total PCE consumption of all machines at the facility rather
than on a per machine basis. The level of PCE consumption
distinguishing a major source from an afea source is
2,100 gallons of PCE per year for a source with only dry-to-dry
machines, and 1,800 gallons of PCE per Year for a source with
only transfer machine syétems or both dry-to-dry machines and
transfer machine systens.

At proposal, pollution prevention practices (such as leak
detection and repair) were required only for those dry cleaning
machines above the low solvent consumption exemption for process
~vent control. At promulgation, all PCE dry cleaning facilities
must implement pollution prevention practices and operate their
dry cleaning equipment according to the manufacturer's
specifications.

There were no monitoring requirements included at proposal.
The~promulgatedfstandards:nowYrequire periodiC'monitoring:of
process vent control equipment. When operating a refrigerated
condenser on a dry-to-dry machine, a transfer machine system
dryef, Or a reclaimer, the temperature on the outlet side of the
‘refrigerated condenser must be measured and recorded. once: per
week.... When'operatingﬂarrefrigerated'condenser’on:a:transfer;
machine system washer, the difference between the inlet and.
outlet temperatures of the exhaust from the washer as it passes
through the refrigerated condenser must be measured and recorded
once per week. |

When operating an existing carbon adsorber to control
process vent emissions, a colorimetric indicator tube must be.
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used to measure and record the PCE level in the carbon adsorber
exhaust once per week. Periodic desorption for carbon adsorbers
is no longer specifically required. Instead, the owner or
operator must follow the manufacturer's specifications for the
proper operation of a carbon adsorber.

1.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF PROMULGATED ACTION

1.2.1 Alternatives to Promulgatijon Action

The regulatory alternatives are discussed in chapter 6.0 of
the background information document (BID) for the proposed
standards (EPA 450/3-91-020a). Included with these regulatory
alternatives are estimates of the level of emission control which
would be achieved if that alternative were selected as the basis
for standards. | o

At proposal, the estimated reduction in PCE emissions
achieved using a carbon adsorber was assumed to be equal to or
greater than that achieved by refrigerated condensers based on
measurements under optimal testing situations. Subsequent to
proposal, information on solvent mileage became available from
the results of a survey conducted by the California Air Resources
Board. This information (which included data from over 2,000 dry
cleaning facilities) clearly indicates that the performance of
carbon adsorbers in actual practice achieves lower emission
reduction than refrigerated condensers.

The estimates of control efficiency associated with
refrigeratedrcondensers; however,,havejnot'changedrsince‘proposal
and are included in the proposal BID. As discussed above, the
promulgated regulation requires the use of refrigerated
condensers and, as a result, the estimates of the levels of
emission;controlzachieved,by‘the*promulgatedastandards;remain;
.essentially-the same as' that associated with the proposed
standards..

1.2.2 nvironment acts of Pro tad Actio

The- environmental impacts. are:discussed in chapter 7.0 of
the BID of the proposed standards. 'The emission reduction
expected to occur as a result of the control devices required by
theapromulgated;standard5xissé,ﬁOOgmegagramsaperiyearv(ng]yr}"
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[7,300 tons per year (tpy)], an increase of 1,200 Mg/yr

(1,300 tpy) compared to proposal due to lowering the low solvent
consumption exemption for process vent control. The emission
reduction expected to occur as a result of leak detection and
repair required by the promulgated standards is 25,800 Mg/yr
(28,400 tpy).

Because all existing, uncontrolled drY cleaning machines are
required to install refrigerated condensers instead of carbon
adsorbers under the final standards, there will be a reduction in
water pollution and solid waste impacts from those impacts
projected at proposal. Note that the impacts for new dry
cleaning machines do not change between proposal and promulgatlon
because these impacts were based at proposal on the assumption
that all new machines’ would be dry-to-dry machlnes controlled by
refrigerated condensers.

Carbon adsorbers produce more wastewater and solid waste
than refrigerated condensers due to their use of steam for
desorption and periodic replacement of the carbon bed. The
additional water pollution impacts expected to occur as a result
of the promulgated standards are 0.2 Mg/yr (0.2 tpy), a decrease
of 0.1 Mg/yr (0.1 tpy) compared to proposal. The additional
solid waste impacts expected to occur as a result of the
promulgated standards are 2 Mg/yr (2 tpy), a decrease of 2 Mg/yr
(2 tpy) compared to proposal.

With the: changes: noted in this: section; the. ana1y51s of
environmental impact in the proposal BID now becomes the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the promulgated standards.
1.2.3 e and i cts o omulgated Action

The energy impacts,are;discussed;inwchapter'7;0 of the
BackgroundzInforﬁhtioniDocument'offtheﬂproposed standards. The-
additional energy- requirements expected’ to occur as. a' result of
operating the control devices to meet the promulgated standards
are 430,700 British thermal units per year (Btu/yr) [3 gigawatts
per year (GW/yr)], an increase of 72,000 Btu/yr (1 Gw/yr)
compared to proposal. This increase is due to lowering the low
solvent. consumption exemption. for process. vent. control.
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The economic impacts are discussed in the Proposal document
"Economic Impact of Regulatory Controls in the Dry Cleaning
- Industry." The economic impact assessment includes a market
component and a financial component. The market component
focuses on the adjustment of market pPrices and quantity of dry
cleaning as a result of complying with the standards. The
-financial component focuses on the ability of firms to obtain the
money to buy tlie control equipment.

The upward market price adjustment due to the promulgated
standards is projected to range between 0.25 and 2.5 percent in
various markets, with the largest increases being found in small
rural markets. The downward adjustment in total dry cleaning is
projected to be about 0.5 percent, an increase of 0.3 percent
since proposal. If:the<whole quantity adjustment were translated
into closures rather than reduction in output at many cleaners,
the net closures would be projected to be just under 300, an
increase of about 270 since proposal. This increase is due to
lowering the low solvent consumption exemption for process vent
control.

The financial analysis indicates that firms in below-average
financial condition may face difficulty in obtaining the required
funds to purchase control equipment from traditional loan sources
such as banks. The analysis of the promulgated standards
pProjects between 0 and 1,300 firms will be in this category.
These:firerwill'eitherﬂobtain‘other?financing*(vendor—aided;
relatives, personal assets, etc.), close, or sell their firm.

The analysis of the proposed standards projected between 0 and
670 firms would be in this category. The increase is due to
lowering‘the,IOW'solvent:consumption*exemptionifon;process;vent.
control..




2.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC‘COMMENTS

A total of 42 letters commenting on the proposed standards,
the notice of availability of new information, and the background
information document (BID) for the proposed standards were
received. Because no one requested a public hearing on the
proposed standards, no public hearing was held. A list of
commenters, their affiliations, and the EPA docket number
assigned to their correspondence is given in Table 2-1.

For the purpose of orderly presentation, the comments have
been categorized under the following topics:

1. Selection of Pollutants;

2. Selection of Affected Facility;

3. Emission Control Technology;

4. Modification and Reconstruction;

5. Economic Impacts;

6. Environmental Impacts;

7. Selection of MACT and GACT;

8. .Selecfion of Format for Standards;

9. Emission Limits and Performance Testing;

10. Selection of Equipment and Work Practice
Specifications;

1l.. Test Methods and Monitoring;-

12. Wording: of the Regulation;

13. Equivalency; and

14. Miscellaneous.




TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON PROPOSED NATIONAL
EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE CATEGORIES:
PERCHLOROETHYLENE EMISSIONS FROM
DRY CLEANING FACILITIES

Docket item number?a Commenter and affiliation

D-1 ' Mr. John D'Aloia, Jr.
Senior Associate
Deuel & Associates, Incorporated
-Environmental Science and Engineering
311 West Alma Street )
St. Marys, Kansas 66536

D-2 Mr. Jeff Johnson
Equipment Sales Manager
PROS
420 North 5th Street:
Suite 480
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401

D-3 Mr. Michael R. Lake
Chief, Engineering Division
Air Pollution Control District
County of San Diego
9150 Chesapeake Drive
San Diego, California 92123-1096

D-4 : Mr. Kenneth W. Holt
Special Programs Group
Department of Health and Human Services
Centers for Disease Control
Atlanta, Georgia 30333

D-5 Ms. Lorna S. McBarnette
. Executive Deputy Commissioner
New York State Department of Health
Corning Tower :
The Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller
Empire  State Plaza
Albany, New:York: 12237

D-6. - Mr.. Peter D.. Venturini, Chief
Stationary Source Division
State . of California
Air Resources Board.
1102 Q Street .
Sacramento, California 95812




TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON PROPOSED NATIONAL
EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE CATEGORIES:
PERCHLOROETHYLENE EMISSIONS FROM
DRY CLEANING FACILITIES

(CONTINUED)
Docket item number? Commenter and affiliation
D-7 Mr. Michael R. Lake

Chief, Engineering Division

Air Pollution Control District
County of San Diego

9150 Chesapeake Drive

San Diego, California 92123-1096

D-8 _ Mr. Kenneth Eng, Chief.
Air Compliance Branch
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II
Jacob K. Javitz Federal Building
26 Federal Plaza
New York, New York 10278

D~-9 Mr. Jack Lauber
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, New York 12233-3254

D-10 Mr. R. Darryl Banks
Deputy Commissioner
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, New York 12233-3254

D-11 Ms. Helen G. Goldberger
Ms. E. Gail Suchman
Assistant Attorneys General
State of New York
Department of Law
120 Broadway
New York, New York 10271

D-12 Mr. Robert G. Smith
President
- Kleen-Rite
4444 Gustine Avenue
St. Louis, Missouri 63116
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D-13 Mr. Frank C. Torres

Keller and Heckman

1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.cC. 20001

D-14 '~ Mr. Timothy A. Vanderver, Jr. et al
Patton, Boggs, & Blow
2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037-1350

D-15 Mr. Samuel A. Bleicher
Miles & Stockbridge
Metropolitan Square
1450 G Street, N.W.
Suite 445
Washington, D.C. 20005

D-16 Ms. Nancy Kim

Director

Division of Environmental Health
Assessment :

State of New York Department of Health

Center for Environmental Health

2 University Place

Albany,. New York 12203-3399

D-17 Mr. Albert F. Appleton
Commissioner
New York City
Department of Environmental Protection
59-17 Junction Boulevard
Elmhurst, New York 11373-5107"

D-18 Mr.. Eric-C. Mather:
Petro Environmental, Incorporated
9267 Cincinnati-Dayton Road
West Chester, Ohio 45069
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D-19 Ms. Connie I.. Deford

Environmental Affairs
Chemicals & Metals

Dow U.S.A.

2020 Dow Center

Midland, Michigan 48674

D-=20 Ms. Katy wWolf
‘ Executive Director
Institute for Research and Technical
Assistance
3727 West 6th Street, Suite 505
Los Angeles, California 90020

D-21 Mr. W. Caffey Norman, III
Patton, Boggs, & Blow
2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.c. 20037

D-22 ‘ Mr. William Juris
- Engineering Section
Division of Air Pollution Control
State of Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency
1800 Watermark Drive
Columbus, Ohio' 43266-0149

D-23 Mr. John Gove o
Principal Air Pollution Control Engineer
Bureau of Air Management
State of Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection
165 Capitol Avenue.
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
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Resource Specialist
Natural Resources Defense Council
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: ' Director
Vermont Air Pollution Control Division
Agency of Natural Resources
103 South Main Street, Building 3 South
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President
Diversitron Corporation
61-37 Fresh Meadow Lane
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Chief
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
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J. ‘'F. Kennedy Federal Building
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D-29. , Ms.. Margaret M. Round:
Program Analyst
Northeast States for Coordinated
Air Use Management
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Executive Officer

Air Resources Board

1102 Q Street _
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D-31 - Mr. William E. Fisher
International Fabricare Institute
12251 Tech Road
Silver Spring, Maryland 20904

D-32 Mr. Peter D. Robertson
Patton, Boggs, & Blow
2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.c. 20037-1350

D-33 Mr. James D. Boyd
Executive Officer
Air Resources Board
1102 Q Street
Sacramento, California 95812

D-34 Ms. Nancy Kim
Director
Division of Environmental Health

Assessment

Staterof(NewaYork,Department:oftHealth
Center for Environmental Health
2 University Place
Albany, New York 12203-3399

L-1 Mr. Rob Raney
Division Engineer
Division of: Pollution Control.
Metropolitan Government of
Nashville  and Davidson County
311-~-23rd Avenue, North
Nashville, Tennessce. 37203
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Project Coordinator
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Dockets are




2.1 SELECTION OF POLLUTANTS

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-20, IV-D-25) stated that
1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) dry cleaners should have been
regulated in the broposed nationail emission standards for
hazardous air Pollutants (NESHAP). One commenter (IV-D-20)
reported that in spite of an upcoming ban on 1,1,1-7CA and
trichlorotrifluoroethane (CFC-113), due to their contribution to
' stratospheric ozone depletion, vendors are still offering for
sale these chemicals and machines specifically designed to use
these chemicals. The commenter noted that, in some Cases,
CFC-113 machines have been designed that can be converted to
perchloroethylene (PCE) but, in other cases, the dry cleaner
using these solvents will have to purchase a new dry Cleaning
machine within a few years. : '

This commenter recognized that the EPA may nbt have the
authority under the Clean Ai; Act (Act) to ban the sale of new or
reconditioned CFc-113 nonconvertible‘units because cFc-113 is not
a listed hazardous air pollutant (HAP) . However, to Protect dry

authority to do so.

The other cohmenter (IV-D-25) asserted that the Epa has no
authority to exempt 1,1,1-Tca dry cleaners. The commenter
pointed outnthatthe'ActtdirectS‘the.EPA‘to»setvindustry-wide.
standards that will control emissions of all HAP's associated
with a particular Source category rather than use the
chemical-by-chemical approach adopted in the pPast. This

commenter'arguedithat.exemptingflql;léTCAidrycleanerS'from the-
regulation could havezthe¢inadvértent effect of encouraging.dry
Cleaners to switch to 1,1,1-TCA, even though this chemical is
scheduledrtozbe~phased:out in the year: 2002. under the.

stratospheric OzZone protection Provisions of the Act. The




. inconsistent with section 604(c) of the Act, which provides for a
scheduled phasing out in the production and consumption of
Class I ozone depleters.

Response: There are several reasons for not regulating
CFC-113. It is used less commonly than PCE because it is a less
aggressive cleaning solvent than PCE and it is more expensive.

As reported in a 1989 dry cleaning survey, only 6 percent of the
plants respondlng to the survey had CFC-113 machines. They used
them for special cleaning purposes, such as to clean leather.
Although CFC-113 may be well suited for cleanlng special items,
in general, it may not clean other types of clothing as
efficiently as PCE. Moreover, the use of CFC-113 has been
declining in recent years.

As the commenter mentioned, bedause CFC-113 is not listed as
one of the 189 HAP's in section llz(b)lof the Act, the EPA does
not have the authority under the dry cleaning NESHAP to regulate
the use of CFC-113 or equipment associated with its use.

However, as the commenter pointed out,- the use of CFC-113 is
being regulated elsewhere in the Act. Under Title VI,'CFC—113 is
scheduled to be phased out by the year 2002 because of its
contribution to stratospheric ozone depletion.

There are several reasons for not regulating 1,1,1-TCA dry
cleaners. As dlscussed in the proposal preamble,. there are only
about 50 dry cleanlng facilities in the United States that are
known to use 1,1,1-TCA, and all of these fac111t1es use: equipment
to control the emissions. from these machines. The higher cost of
1,1,1-TCA (about $15 per gallon compared to about $3 per gallon
for PCE in 1989) gives owners or operators an incentive to extend
their,solventamileagefthroughithe,use=of.emission‘control to
recover' and reuse 1,1,1-TCA. As a result, the natiocnal emissions
of 1,1,1-TCA from dry cleaners are. low (380 Mg/yr or less),.
representing only about 0.1 percent of the total annual 1,1,1-TCA
emissions of 336,000 Mg.. ,

Similar to CFC-113, the chemical 1,1,1-TCA is also being
phased out by the year 1996 due to its contributions to
stratospheric. ozone: depletion. It also has aggressive. properties
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making it an unsuitable solvent for most dry cleaning purposes.
For these reasons, 1,1,1-TCA is unlikely to be the solvent of
choice for dry cleaning owners or operators purchasing new
machines.
2.2 SELECTION OF AFFECTED FACILITY
2.2.1 Collocation

Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-22, IV-D-25, IV-D-26,
IV-D-28) recommended that the criteria for determining a major
- source be based on the entire dry cleaning facility instead of
each dry cleaning machine. One commenter (IV-D-28) stated that
the definition of source used in the proposed NESHAP refers only
to the consumption of PCE for an individual machine. This
commenter pointed out that by using this proposed definition of
source only certain machines would be considered major sources.
This commenter believed that the collective consumption of PCE
should be considered from all machines located within a
contiguous area under common control.

One commenter (IV-D-22) noted that the exemption criteria
given in paragraphs (b) and (c) of section 63.320 of the proposal
regulation are stated in terms of the amount of PCE consumed per
year by machine, but the exemption was established based on
annual receipts by facility. The commenter pointed out that
because a facility can have more than one machine, the exemption
criteria should be stated on a facility basis.

Three' commenters (IV-D-25, IV-D-26, IV-D-28) pointed out
that a potential problem could arise with the proposed definition
of source when a dry cleaning facility has more than one machine
~located in the same building. The commenters emphasized that
each;machine'individually;may:not'be:azmajorvsource;vhowever;
when combined,. the machines could’ consume enough PCE to- be.
considered a major source.. Using the proposed definition of
source, these commenters explained that (in this particular case)
each machine would be- required. to meet only generally available
control technology (GACT) instead of maximum achievable control
technology (MACT). One commenter. (IV-D-26) asked what would
happen. if a dry cleaning operation has. 4. dry-to-dry machines;
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each consuming 1, 000 gallons of PCE per year. The commenter
pointed out that such a facility under the proposed rule would
not have to apply MACT to these units, only the less stringent
GACT, even though total PCE consumption by the facility as a

. Wwhole would exceed the cutoff for a major source.

One commenter (IV-D-24) requested that special permit
conditions be given to facilities that operate each machine at
levels less than the applicability thresholds, but which have the
potential to exceed such thresholds in total.

Response° The final rule has been revised to base the
appllcab;llty of the standard on the average aggregate annual PCE
consumption of all machines located at a dry cleaning facility
calculated on a monthly basis. The definition of a major source
in the Act includes sources "located within a common area and
under common control.".'Because multiple units located at a
single dry cleaning facility would be under common control, the
applicability of this NESHAP for major sources has been revised
to be consistent with the language of the Act. The final NESHAP
has also been revised to define an area source on a facility-wide
basis rather than a machine basis when determining solvent
consumption levels. This approach was selected to ensure
consistency and to simplify the rule.

No special permit requirements would be necessary for
.facilities with multiple machines. All sources with only
dry-to-dry machines: using more: than 2,100 gallons of PCE per year
would be requlred to meet MACT whether one machine or several
machines are located at that source. All other sources using
more than 1,800 gallons of PCE per year would also be required to
meet MACT, regardless. of the number of machines located at that
source.. In.addition, all sources. must maintain monthly records
of their consumption and’ calculate their average annual PCE
consumption on a monthly basis.

In the proposed NESHAP, the applicability of the standard
was based on the annual PCE consumption of an individual dry
cleaning machine. Few dry cleaners, however, have more than one
machine per facility, and the majority of facilities with more
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than one ﬁachine are the larger commercial and industrial sized
dry cleaners. Few, if any, of these larger facilities are
affected by revising the definition of applicability because each
machine used at these larger facilities would consume more PCE
than the low consumption exemption.

It is possible that a dry cleaning facility with two
machines that would have been subject to cacT under the proposed
rule may now be subject to MACT, considering their total PCE
consumption. It is also possible that a dry cleaning facility
with a large machine that is subject to MACT might also contain a
small dry cleaning machine that would now be subject to MacT.
However, these situations are uncommon and the Ooverall impact of
this revision is minimal. '
2.2.2 Apblicabilitv Criteria _ :

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) argued that the
applicability criteria given in the proposal NESHAP for small
existing area source dry cleaners are illegal. This commenter
cited the legislative history from the condressional Record:

No such authority has been retained in the final
statute. While various categories and subcategories
may be established, emissions from all facilities
within a category or Subcategory must be controlled by-
the MACT standard. The managers. specifically ,
disapprove of EPA's practice--evident in recent new
Source performance standards under section 111 of the
current law--for example, the air oxidation and
distillation standards--of establishing cutoffs that

Based on this guidance, the commenter stated that the EpPA must
apply its control standards to all existing area source dry
cleaning}machines,.regardléss;ofisolvent'consumptibn:levels.l
Response: The Act.clearly.states.that-all'major‘sources are
to be regulated under MACT standards. Area Sources, however, may
be: regqulated. under GACT and the final rule uses GACT, rather than
MACT, to regulate area Sources. The Act provides the
Administrator some discretion in regulating area sources under
GACT. For example, the Act does not state that every area soufce
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within an area source category must be regulated. In determining
GACT for area sources, the low solvent consumption exemptions
were established on the basis of cost versus benefits and
economic impacts. The smallest sources were exempt from
regulation because, in the, judgment of the Administrator, the
balance between the costs and benefits of regulation, along with
‘the economic impacts in terms of business closures and financial
failures were considered unreasonable.
2.2.3 Exempting Coin-Operated Facilities

‘ Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-23, IV-D-25) stressed that
coin-operated (coin-op) facilities should not be exémpted from
the NESHAP. One commenter (IV-D-23) believed, however, that
these facilities should be given special requirements. This
commenter pointed out that the State of Michigan specifies
minimum requirements for supervision, ventilation, operation, and
maintenance of coin-op facilities.

The other commenter (IV-D-25) pointed out that, by not
choosing to "list" coin-op machines, the EPA proposed to exempt
whole classes of dry cleaning machines. This commenter added
that public exposure is especially high from these types of dry
cleaners, which are typically found in laundromat settings. This
commenter added that people, often accompanied by young children,
may spend several hours a week in these settings. This commenter
explained that laundry workers, and their children, may be
pPresent: for many:hourszeach:day,_particularly’atAfamily—owned,
cleaners. This commenter added that these facilities may be
located in shopping centers with stores, restaurants, and offices
nearby.

Thisrcommenter cited the criterion in section-112(c) (3):

The. Administrator shall list under this: subsection each
category or subcategory of area sources which. the:
Administrator finds presents a threat of adverse:
effects to human health or the environment (by such
sources. individually or in the aggregate) warranting
reqgulation under this section.

The commenter explained that coin-op machines satisfy this
criterion and must be requlated. The commenter argued that the
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_ EPA cannot rely on future trends to address a current public
health concern. The commenter stated that since 47 percent of
coin-op machlnes are currently controlled, the EPA must establish
MACT-based emissions control achieved by the best 12 percent of
existing sources in this subcategory.

Response: Considering aggregate PCE emissions of coin-op
dry cleaning facilities from a national perspective, these dry
cleaning facilities do not present a threat of adverse effects to
human health or the environment. The PCE emissions from these
facilities, on a national level, are 900 Mg/yr. Compared to the
overall PCE emissions of 84,600 Mg/yr from the PCE dry cleaning
category as a whole, coin-op facilities represent about 1 percent
of nationwide emissions. Because the PCE enissions from these
facilities are so 1low, they do not warrant regulation under this
NESHAP. If however, local authorities feel that coin-op dry
cleaning facilities present problems in certain situations, then
nothing in the NESHAP prevents these authorities from adopting
‘local ordinances to address these pProblens.

2.3 EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
2.3.1 Refrigerated Condensers

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-02) stated that the standards,
as currently written, do not allow industrial dry-to-dry machines
to use refrigerated condenser vapor recovery devices., This
commenter asserted that a PROS. refrigerated condenser
manufactured. by  his. company;. if properly 51zed would: ber able to
cope with these large machines and should, therefore, be included
as an option for vapor recovery.

Response: The proposed NESHAP did not prevent industrial
dry-to-dry machines: at. major Sources from using refrigerated
condensers. Previous=information“from‘dry'cleaning=machinefand
control equipment manufacturers ihdicatedﬁthat there were no
refrigerated condensers being used. to. control PCE. emissions from
industrial dry cleaning machines. Information provided by the
commenter and an industrial dry‘cleaner trade association
following proposal indicates that there are industrial sized
refrigerated:condensersiin:operation'at:dry‘cleaning.facilities.
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In addition, information available since proposal from a
data base compiled from a survey of approximately 2,000 dry
cleaners conducted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
reveals that the solvent mileage achieved in actual practice by a
refrigerated condenser is greater than that achieved by a carbon
adsorber. Solvent mileage is the ratio of clothes cleaned to the
amount of solvent consumed. Although air emissions are only one
of several factors that determine solvent mileage, significantly

better solvent mileage is indicative of lower air emissions.
‘COnsequently, this new information lends the EPA to conclude that
refrigerated condensers achieve significantly lower air emissions
in actual practice than carbon adsorbers. Because a refrigerated
condenser results in lower air emissions, all new and
uncontrolled major source dry‘éleaning ﬁachines are required by
the final standards to install refrigerated condensers.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-27) believed that the cost of
a refrigerated water chiller should be included in the cost of
operating a refrigerated condenser. The commenter noted that
cooling water for a refrigerate¢ condenser must be below 75 ©OF to
keep the condenser operating properly. He added that plants that
use recirculating water towers to comply with local ordinances or
to conserve water to minimize. sewer costs, and that are located
in areas that are hot and humid, will not have inlet water below
75 °F The commenter explained that they would be forced to
operate with: a refrigerated water chiller.

Response: The range in. the costs of refrigerated condensers
used in the cost. analysis is quite broad and one reason for this
is that this range reflects the costs associated with
'refrlgeratedvcondensers without water chillers, as well as.
refrigerated condensers: with- water chillers. The capital costs
estimates of a. refrigerated condenser range from $6,300 to .
$10,800, and the annual operating costs range from $1,670 to
$2,800.. The standards, however, do: not require the use of a
water cooled refrigerated condenser, and the condenser could be
water or air cooled.




Comment: One commenter (IV-D-27) submitted data to support
his claim that refrigerated condensers achieve less than
95 percent reduction in PCE emissions when applied to a
dry-to-dry machine and less than 85 percent reduction in PCE
emissions when applied to a transfer machine system.

Response: As with any piece of equipment, a refrigerated
'condeﬁser may.be poorly operated. For example, if the owner or
operator does not operate the refrigerated condenser to achieve
maximum performance (such as cooling to 45 OF) then it is very
likely it would not achieve high control efficiency. The
NESHAP, however, requires the owner or operator of a dry cleaniﬁg
systenm to.operate and maintain the dry cleaning system, as well
as its emission control equipment, according to the
manufacturer's specifications and recommendations. Such-"
operation will ensure that refrigerated condensers achieve the
high emission control éfficiencies they are capable of achieving.
2.3.2 Additional Requirements for Hamper Enclosures and Room

Enclosures _

Comment: One commenter (IV-L-02) felt that additional
requirements for hamper enclosures and room enclosures should be
given in the final regulation. The commenter suggested the
following: exhaust velocities, typical local exhaust volumes to
properly ventilate the room, and exhausting the enclosures to an
air pollution control device that achieves 5 parts per million
(ppm) or. less.

‘Response: The unique circumstances of each dry cleaner,
such as the size of the room, size and location of dry cleaning
machine(s), as well as the type of dry cleaning system(s),
including  the ancillary and. emission . control equipment used will
determine design-and operating parameters, such as: exhaust
velocities. It is: not possible: to. include- specific and detailed
design'and operating requirements, such as those mentioned by the
commenter, in.standards. which would apply to all dry cleaners

under all circumstances without exception.




2.3.3 TIransfer Machine System Emissions

Comment: One commenter (IV-L-03) disagreed with EPA's
estimate that nearly one third of all PCE emissions from transfer
machine systems occur during the clothing transfer step between
the washer and the dryer. This commenter stated that they are
currently gathering data to measure the PCE loss during transfer;
‘however, this work has not been completed. The commenter stated
that once completed, the data would be shared with EPA. One
commenter (IV-L-07) stated that the worker exposure levels and
the PCE emissions are higher for transfer machine systems than
for dry-to-dry machines. .

Response: Due to the wide variation in operating
circumstances, there is substantial uncertainty in the emissions
estimates from transfer machine systems, and variation both above
and below the estimates used for an average transfer machine
system can be expected. It is estimated that an uncontrolled
transfer machine system on average emits a total of 9.0 1lb of PCE
per 100 1b of articles cleaned. The emissions from the clothing
transfer step are estimated to be 2.5 1b of PCE per 100. 1b of
articles cleaned. Based on these estimates, approximately
one-fourth (25 percent) of the PCE emissions from transfer .
machine systems occur during the clothing transfer step between
the washer and the dryer.

The EPA agrees that the PCE emissions from uncontrolled
transfer*machine~systemsrare.greater’than:thevPCEjemissions from-
uncontrolled dry-to-dry machines. 1In addition, the EPA agrees
that the clothing transfer emissions from a transfer machine
system contribute to worker exposure levels.

2.3.4 Fugitive Emissions:

Comment: One commenter  (IV-D-26) contended that because
about half of the PCEJemissions'at a dry cleaning facility are
fugitive emissions, the NESHAP should ‘control emissions from all
processes at. a facility rather than only those from a particular
piece of equipment. ‘

Response: There are two types of PCE emissions at dry
cleaning facilities: prbcessuvent emissions and. fugitive
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emissions. Process vent emissions will be reduced by _
requirements for process vent control devices. Fugitive
emissions will be reduced by requirements to implement pollution
prevention practices, such as leak detection and repair, the
proper handling of cartridge filters, and storing all PCE and
wastes that contain PCE in solvent tanks or contalners with no
-perceptlble leaks.

2.3.5 QOccupational Safety and Health Administration's

Permissible Exposure Level

comment: One commenter (IV-D-27) refuted the EPA's
statement that transfer machine systems could not meet the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration's (OSHA's)
permissible exposure level (PEL) of 25 ppm and submitted data to
support his claim. This commenter also cited data showing
operator exposure from unvented dry-to-dry machines at 200 to
300 ppm during unloading and asserted that these types of
machines will have difficulty meetinhg the prescribed OSHA levels.

Response: As the commenter stated, it is possible for
transfer machine systems to achieve the OSHA PEL if the owners
tighten work practices and increase room ventilation. 1In fact,
claims have been made that as many as 40 percent of ex1st1ng
transfer machine systems are currently meeting this requirement.

As the commenter mentioned, it is also possible that some
dry-to-dry‘machihesAﬁay have difficulty meeting the prescribed
OSHA levels.. Nothing in the: NESHAP, however, affects- the ability
of a dry cleaner or any dry cleaning machine to meet the OSHA
PEL. .
2.3.6 Diversitron Solvation® System

Comment:. One: commenter: (IV-D~-27) submitted. data to support.
his claim that: the Diversitron. Solvation® "System: is capable of
achieving greater than 99 percent reduction in PCE: em1551ons. He
added that the capital cost of a Solvation® System can be as low
.as $6,000,

This commenter listed several advantages of the Solvation®

 System over carbon adsorbers, explaining that steam for carbon




. adsorber regeneration requires a minimum of 227 gallons of water
whereas a Solvation® System uses about 20 gallons. The commenter
stated that each time a carbon adsorber is desorbed, between

4 and 8 gallons of contaminated Separator water are generated.
The commenter added that, in some localities, this contaminated
water cannot be routed to a sewer and must be picked up by a
hazardous waste disposal company at a considerable cost. The
commenter claimed that the Solvation® System generated far less
contaminated water. '

The commenter further explained that carbon adsorbers
requlre a fan motor to be run throughout the day. The commenter
explained that Solvation® System motors run only during the
deodorize/aeration»and open door cycles, after which the motor is
turned off. The commenter noted that this results in no
additional electricity cost.

The commenter also claimed that plants that have replaced
carbon adsorbers with Solvation?® Systems report an increase in
solvent mileage ranging between 30 and 60 percent, and a
commensurate reduction in PCE purchased.

The commenter added that the size, weight, and design of the
Solvation® system would eliminate rigging costs ($300 to $700);
eliminate large, custom ductwork costs ($300 to $1,000); and
reduce floor space requirements to 2.5 square feet. The
commenter also stated that electrical or self-contained plants
without~the:boiier‘capacityﬂrequired:for‘a;carbon adsorber-

(3.5 to 4.5 horsepower) could be controlled with a Solvation®
System, which requires only fractional boiler capacity.

Response: As discussed in the volume I background
information:documenti(BID),,data show that. a carbon adsorber is
capable-of achieving emission control efficiencies well in excess:
of 95 percent under optimal testing conditions. It is not
surprising, therefore, that somée data is available showing. a
éontrol efficiency of 99 percent for the Diversitron Solvation®
System with an integral carbon adsorber under certain conditions.
The central question, however, is not what level of performance
this emission control equipment is capable of achieving under:
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some short-term.idealized period of operation, but what level of
performance this equipment is capable of achieving under normal
operating conditions over the long term.-

The data submitted by the commenter suggests only that if a
Diversitron Solvation® System is equipped with a small 1ntegral
carbon adsorber it may be capable of achieving levels of
performance equivalent to those achieved under optimal testing
conditions by a large carbon adsorber alone. ‘However, there

remain questions whether the Diversitron Solvation® System, as
‘currently sold, includes a carbon adsorber or not and, if so,
exactly how this carbon adsorber is operated. Questions also
remain concerning whether or not the Diversitron Solvation®
System with its small integral carbon adsorber can consistently
achieve high levels of emission reduction over the long term or
whether these levels can be achieved only under optimal, test
conditions.

This question of long term performance is very important.
Although carbon adsorbers have been demonstrated as capable of
achieving high levels of emission reduction under controlled,
optimal testing conditions, it has been shown that such levels of
control are difficult to duplicate in actual field practice over,
extended periods of time. Data available from a survey by CARB
(representing approximately 2,000 dry cleaners), which was
undertaken following proposal of the NESHAP, shows that the
_solvent mileage: achieved in. actual. practice by a refrigerated.
condenser is much greater (i.e., twice as much) than that
achieved by a carbon adsorber. Although dir emlss1ons are only
one of several factors that determine solvent mileage,
'51gn1flcantly better solvent mileage is. indicative. of lower air
emissions..

This. commenter, however,. or any- other manufacturer with a
technology capable of achieving levels of emission reduction
equal to MACT for major sources or GACT for area sources  can
petition the Administrator for a determination of equivalency.
For an emission control system to be considered equivalent to the
- emission control systems required in the: NESHAP, the petitioner
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must prov1de data adequate to demonstrate that the technology is
equivalent in terms of long-term emission control performance and
does not have greater multi-media effects than the use of a
refrigerated condenser.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-27) pointed out that the
concentration of PCE in the vent exhaust from a refrigerated
condenser is 1,000 times greater than what the Dlver51tron
Solvation® System emits to the atmosphere and 200 times greater
than what carbon adsorbers emit. The commenter argued that
allowing these high levels of PCE emlsSLons negates the purpose
of the regulatlon.

- Response: Emissions from a vented dry-to-dry machine
controlled with a refrigerated condenser occur only when the
machine door is opened at the conclusion of the dry cleaning
cycle. A fan is used to draw fresh air from the room through the
machine door openlng, venting the PCE remaining in the machine
drum vapor space to the atmosphere in a matter of seconds.
Consequently, although the concentration of PCE in these vapors
may be much higher than those‘from a carbon adsorber or a
Diversitron Solvation® System, the volume of vapor is small and
the quantity or amount of PCE emitted to the atmosphere is very
small.

As stated in the previous response, results from a survey of
dry cleaners conducted by CARB indicated that, in actual
practice;. a refrigerated condenser achieves: much greater solvent
mileage (twice as much) than a carbon adsorber. Although air
emissions are only one of several factors that determine solvent
mileage, significantly better solvent mileage is indicative of
lower air emissions. .

Without information about the: flow rate and. the. duration of
the venting interval, in addition to the PCE concentration it is
not possible to determine the performance of the Diversitron
Solvation® System and compare it to a refrlgerated condenser or a
carbon adsorber.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-lO) stated that, according to
the manufacturer of the Dlversitron Solvation® Solvent Recovery
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system, a carbon adsorber is supplied as an integral part of that
Solvation® system. The commenter also related that Diversitron
has not manufactured the Solvation® System without a carbon
adsorber for over a decade. The commenter believed that the data
about the Diversitron Solvation® System used in developing the
NESHAP were outdated and requested that the EPA reevaluate the
appropriateness of considering this technology as MacT.

Response: If, as the commenter stated, an existing
Dlver51tron Solvation® solvent Recovery System is operated in
conjunction with an existing carbon adsorber that is 1ntegral to
its system on an existing major source dry cleaning machine, and
if the existing carbon adsorber is properly maintained and
desorbed according to the manufacturer's specifications, then the
Diversitron SolvatJ.on® System may be equivalent to MACT for
existing sources. (Existing machines that already have carbon
adsorbers are not required to replace these adsorbers with
refrigerated condensers under the final rule).

The information submitted by the commenter, however, does
not clearly show whether or not existing Diversitron Solvation®
Systems always operate with a carbon adsorber. At this time, it
is uncertain whether an existing Diversitron Solvation® System
installed on an existing dry cleaning machine would be equivalent
to the requirements of the NESHAP. As mentioned earlier,
questions remain about whether a Diversitron Solvation® system
with a. small integral carbon. adsorber can consistently achieve
high levels of emission reduction over the long term. The
commenter can petition the Administrator for a determination of
equivalency with the requirements of the NESHAP; however, the
petitioner must provide data adequate to demonstrate that the
technology: is equlvalent:1n,terms,of,long—term emission' control
performance and does. not have  greater multi-media effects than.
the use of a refrigerated condenser.

2.4 MODIFICATIOﬁ AND RECONSTRUCTION.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) noted that under the
proposal if a source with a dry-to-dry machine consumes more than
220 gallons per. year of PCE or a source with a transfer machine
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system consumes more than 300 gallons per year of PCE, then that
machine must comply with the requirements of the regulation
within 90 days. v ,

. The commenter pointed out that the proposed regulation would
allow the following situation: A ‘previously uncontrolled machine
that increases productivity after the regulation is promulgated
would be required to install a control device within 3 months,
whereas an uncontrolled machine that becomes subject to the
regulation once it is promulgated, would be allowed 36 months to
install a control device. ‘ ‘

The commenter suggested that this situation could be avoided
by introducing a definition for modification in section 63.321 of
the proposal regulation. The commenter recommended that
section 63.325(d) (2) of the proposal regulation be rewritten to
read: '

Each owner or operator who commences modification such that

if during any year the existing source consumes more than
830 liters per year (220 gallons per year) of
perchloroethylene for a dry-to-dry machine or 1,100 liters
per year (300 gallons per year) of perchloroethylene for a
transfer machine after (date of publication of the final
rule), then the source owner or operator shall comply with
the requirements of section 63.322(a) or section 63.322(b)
within X months or by the compliance date specified in
section 63.322(e), whichever is later.

. The commenter added that the X months should be a reasonable
amount. of time  for the. source to. install controls..

Response: The EPA agrees that an inequity existed under the
proposed NESHAP since a facility previously subject to the low
consumption exemption would be allowed only 3 months to comply
with the regulation, where other facilities were given up to
36 months;. ASssuggested;by%thercommenterqvtheastandardS’have%
been revised to require. that existing facilities that are not
required to install control equipment initially, but may later
expand their busineSS‘sufficiently'to:become'subject’to,the:
requirements, are given more time to comply with the NESHAP. The
final rule requires that they achieve compliance either within

180 days of the date that they determine that they are exceeding
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the consumption levels or 3¢ months after the date of
promulgation in the Federal Register, whichever date is later.
The 36-month time period for initial compliance is given to all
Sources to allow for the increased demand for control devices.
Sources exceeding the consumption levels after the initial 36-
month time period given for all sources to comply will be
monitoring their PCE consumption levels and the demand for
control devices will be much lower as during the initial 36-month
compliance period.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) noted that part of the
following phrase in the proposal preamble is incorrect:

Some changes can be made at these [dry cleaning]

-facilities that may be deemed reconstruction under

40 CFR 63.5. For exXample, replacement of either the

washer or dryer would be considered a reconstruction.
The commenter estimated that a typical transfer machine washer
costs $12,000 and a dryer costs $6,000, for a total transfer
machine system cost of $18,000. The commenter pointed out that
although it is true that replacement of a washer will exceed
50 percent of the fixed capital cost required to construct a new
source, replacement of the dryer would not and, therefore, would
not be considered a reconstruction. The commenter added that
without this clarification, replacement of a transfer dryer alone
would result in the required installation of a dry-to-dry
machine.. :

Response: The intent of the reconstruction provision in the
' proposed standard was to ensure that any facility that replaces
either the washer or the dryer unit in a transfer machine system
would be considered a hew source and would be required to comply
withxthexapplicableaHACTfor’GACT“requirementScfor@new.sourcesu
Therefore, replacement of either the- washer or dryer would be-
deemed reconstruction. Under the final NESHAP, no emissions are
'allowed'for'new'sources:between washing and drying. In effect
this means that when either the washer or dryer needs to be
replaced, the owner or operator must purchase a new dry-to-dry
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machine. The purpose is to avoid pProlonging- the use of existing
transfer machine systems.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) recommended that the EPA
make it clear that a machine below the low solvent consumption
exemption level is not affected by reconstruction. The commenter
argued that dry-to-dry or transfer machine systems should retain
their exemption status as long as their PCE consumption levels
remain below the low solvent consumption exemption level.

Response: During the regulatory development process, the
" EPA concluded that an exemption from installing process vent
control devices for facilities with very low solvent consumption
was warranted for existing sources, but that no exemption was
warranted for new sources. Because the dry cleaning standard has
no low solvent consumption exemption levels for new sources, a
Source of any size (including one below the low consumption
exemption for existing sources) that undergoes reconstruction
would be subject to the standards for new sources.

2.5 ECONOMIC IMPACTS
2.5.1 Pub;ic Health

Commeﬁt: Two commenters (IV-D-16, IV-D-24) expressed
concern that the economic impacts discussed in the proposal omit
estimates of the increased cost of health care for persons
adversely affected by PCE emissions from dry cleaners. These
commenters requested that the costs of adverse health affects be.
inciuded:in~the'economic:analysis.

Response: The benefits of emission reduction associated
with a regulation, if addressed, are discussed in a benefit
analysis as part of a regulatory impact analysis performed to
- comply with Executive Order 12291 for major requlations.. This
proposal,ihowever;.is;not:armajor regulation,. and. no benefit
analysis:was undertaken..

2.5.2 control Costs

' Comment: Two qommenteré:(lV-L-Ol, IV-1L-05) disagreed with
the incremental cost of control for a dry-to-dry machine over a
transfer machine system given in the notice of availability of
new information on: control of PCE emissions during clothing
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transfer at dry cleaning facilities that use transfer dry
cleaning machines. One commenter (IV-L-01) disagreed with the
EPA's method for determining the incremental cost effectiveness
of control for a dry-to-dry machine over a transfer machine
systemn. The other commenter (IV-L-05) stated that an assessment
of the health risks associated with transfer machine systems was
needed to put the control costs into perspective.

~ Response: The approach used by. the first commenter to
calculate incremental cost effectiveness underestimates annual
control costs because several important cost factors were
excluded. The commenter excluded the amortization of capital
costs, indirect operatlng costs (e.g., insurance costs) and
solvent costs. All of these factors were included in the EPA's
determination of the net annualized costs.

A NESHAP promulgated under section 112(4) of the Act is
based on MACT or GACT (i. e., demonstrated emission control
technology) and not on risk assessment. Nevertheless, the higher
emissions from a transfer machine system were considered in
examining the incremental cost effectiveness of a dry-to-dry
machine over a transfer machine systen.

2.5.3 Economic Consjderations

Comment: One commenter (IV;L-O7) stated that reconditioned
dry-to-dry equipment is available at a much reduced cost and
suggested the EPA use those costs in its calculations.

Resgonser» The commenter suggested developing cost estimates
for replacement of transfer machine systems»with dry-to-dry
machines using the cost of recohditioned rather than new
dry-to-dry machines. At this time, the cost of a reconditioned

dry-to-dry machine: may: be lower than;the,cost;of;a,newxmachine;*
.however; it iSﬁhighly'questionable~whether there are a  sufficient
humber of reconditioned machines to meet the demand. created by
replacing transfer machine systems. If demand. increases, it is.
likely that the price-of a recondltloned dry-to-dry machine would
increase and approach the price of a new dry-to-dry machine. For
this reason, it is more appropriate to base cost estimates on new
. rather than reconditioned dry-to-dry machines.
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2.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS .

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-01, IV-D-10) expressed
concern about the wastewater impacts of the regulation. oOne
commenter (IV-D-Ol) stated that although the wastewater.effluent
from refrigeratedvcondenser or carbon adsorber controlled dry |
cleaning machines may be insignificant from a national impacts

standpoint, a dry cleaning owner installing these types of
'controls would face expanded fegulation under the Clean Water
Act. The commenter pointed out that, in many jurisdictions, the
allowable pretfeatment limits for total toxic organic compounds
(of which PCE is a normal component) is on the order of 2 ppm.
The ‘commenter added that the costs of obtaining a pretreatment
permit and installing, operating, and monitoring a wastewater
treatment system are not insignificant. The commenter
Tecommended that the EPA reevaluate the implementation costs of
the dry cleaning NESHAP, taking into consideration the costs of
transferring PCE from air emissions to wastewater discharges.

One commenter (IV-D-10) reported that it is the current
practice of some dry cleaners to use immersion heaters to
evaporate process wastewater from their PCE/water separators.
The commenter explained that this method can Create significant
fugitive PCE emissions and recommended that the practice be
prohibited in the regulation.

Response: As stated in the preamble to the proposed NESHAP,
and asythe:commenters:noted, the- total amount. of wastewater
effluent froﬁ refrigerated condehser or carbon adsorber
controlled dry Cleaning machines is insignificant from a national
impacts standpoint. Only the use of a carbon adsorber Creates a
PCE contaminated wastewater stream of any significance. »a
typical;existing;dry-to-dry’machinewwithfa carbon adsorber
controlled‘process,vent generates about 0.85 kg*(1.9-1b) of PCE
in wastewater Per year. The amount of wastewater generated. by a
refrigerated condenser is very small. A typical existing
dry-to-dry machine with a refrigerated condenser controlled
Process vent generates about 0.03 kg (0.07 1b) of PCE in
wastewater per year.
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with carbon adsorbers installed prior to the date of promulgation
may keep their carbon adsorbers. New and uncontrolled existing
dry cleaning‘machines, however, will be required to install
refrigerated condensefs.' Therefore, the requirements of the
promulgated rule will not result in any significant additional

dry-to-dry machines with a smaller carbon adsorber in series with
their refrigerated condenser. However, the amount of additional
wastewater generated at such facilities will be very small.

As the commenter pointed out, in a few locations local sewer
ordinances may prevent PCE contaminated wastewater from being
routed to sewers. 1In situations such as these, the dry cleaning
facility owner may dispose of PCE contaminated wastewater at an
approved hazardous waste facility consistent with applicable
State, local, and Federal regulations by evaporation or through
the use of an immersion heater. v .

The PCE fugitives that result from using immersion heaters
to evaporate PCE from separator wastewater are very small. For
example, emissions from evaporating this wastewater are estimated

an'average:sizeudry:cleaning:machineaequipped;with;a refrigerated
condenser. Moreover, whether the small amount of separator
wastewater is routed to the publicly owned treatment works (POTW)
Or evaporated using an immersion heater, the PCE it contains
would eventually be volatilized..

Comment:: One.commenter’(IV-D—18) requested clarification
concerning,cartridgezfilter'disposalﬁpractices;for the dry
cleaning industry. fThis commenter stated that these disposal
practices'might be inconsistent with-thevdisposal of used filters
from other industry sources such as the oil-change industry,
which is required to dispose of oil filters in an environmentally
regulated: manner.
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This commenter questioned whether cartridge filters from the
dry cleaning industry may be thrown into the trash once they have
been drained or dried for 24 hours. He also questioned whether
these filters are considered an F-002 waste or other similar
waste under 40 CFR 261.31.

Response: As stated in the preamble to the pProposal NESHAP,
all PCE containing waste generated at a dry cleaning facility
subject to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) must '
be treated as a hazardous waste as specified under RCRA. Note
that PCE containing waste generated at a dry cleaning facility
includes spent carbon, used cartridge filters, PCE contalnlng
lint, etc.

Nothing in the régulation permits PCE containing waste
generated by dry cleaners, including drained cartridge filters,
to be thrown into the trash. Ofﬁentimes, however, a dry cleaner
may qualify as a conditionally exempt small quantity generator if
the dry cleaner generates no more than 100 kilograms of hazardous
waste per month and may be subject to less stringent requirements
under RCRA. :

2.7 SELECTION OF MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY AND

GENERALLY AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
2.7.1 Regqulatory Considérations

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-14, IV-D-24,
IV-D-25, - and IV-D-26) remarked on the use of MACT versus GACT for
regulating dry cleaners. Four of. these: commenters (IV-D-10,
Iv-D-24, IV-D-25, and IV-D-26) believed that MACT should be used
to regulate all dry Cleaners, and one commenter (IV-D-14)

believed that GACT was the appropriate method for regulation.
| One commenter (IV-D-25) believed that givenn the high public
exposure to air toxics caused: by dry cleaners, regulation of all
cétegories;of,dry cleaners. under MACT is necessary. This
commenter maintained that MACT standards offer greater protection
of public health, now, and in the future, and should be adopted

for all categories of dry cleaners. This commenter quoted the
Congressional Record to illustrate that the regulation of certain




categories and éubcétegories as area sources is optional under
the amended Act:

The Administrator can also list an area source category

just as he would a major source category and require

installation of maximum achievable control technology.

Two commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-26) believed that there is
sufficient and éompelling health effects information regarding
PCE to warrant application of MACT to all dry cleaning machines
regardless of type or size.

One commenter (IV-D-10) acknowledged that section 112(k) of
the Act outlines a comprehensive strategy to reduce HAP's from
area sources. queve:, this commenter believed that such a
strategy would not reduce PCE emissions sufficiently from area
source dry cleaning facilities. The commenter believed small
existing dry cleaning facilities that have less than
state-of-the-art controls will adversely'impact human health and
the environment. For this reason, the commenter believed that
section 112(c)(3), (i.e., a threat to human health and the
environment by sources individually, or in the aggregate)
warrants the application of MACT controls for all area source dry
Ccleaners.

Two commenters (IV-D-25, IV-D-26) asserted that residual
risk review should be required for all dry cleaners to ensure
that public health is adequately protected. One commenter
(IV-D-26) argued that it is: bad. public: policy to define. the  vast
majority of dry cleaning facilities as area sources and apply
GACT to them, thus precluding a residual risk assessment at a
later date. Based on the knowledge gained in the Northeast
States. on public;exposureﬁthPCE;from:dry cleaning. facilities,
this commenter maintained¢that"it“israbsolutely necessary that
such- a risk assessment be conducted for this source category.

One commenter (IV-D-14) stated that GACT instead of MACT is
the appropriate control level of PCE emissions from area. sources.
This commenter referred to the citations from the Senate
Committee Report given in the preamble and also cited additional
legislative history to: support his. point.. This commenter stated.
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that each of the three Senators (Senator Symms, Senator McClure,
and Senator Moynlhan) who spoke on the Act amendments mentioned
dry cleaners as one of the groups for which GACT was appropriate.

Response: As stated in the proposal the EPA has concluded
that area source dry cleaners present a threat of adverse effects
to health or the environment. For this reason, commercial dry
cleaning facilities that are area sources were added to the list
of source categories under section 112(c) (3) to be regulated
under the Act. Listing an area source category under
section 112(c) (3), however, does not require that regulations
developed for this source category must be based on MACT. These
regulations may be based on MACT or they may be based on GACT.

The EPA does not agree with the commenters who believe the
health effects information regarding PCE is so compelling that it
warrants application of MACT to all small area source dry
cleaners. As stated by the Science Advisory Board, "[t]he
available scientific evidence confirms that perchloroethylene -
should be considered as an animal carcinogen . . . [however] we
do not consider the evidence strong enocugh to classify this
compound as a probable human carcinogen . . . ."

During development of the regulation, the EPA concluded that
many small area source dry cleaning facilities may experience
adverse economic impacts as a result of imposing a regulation
based on MACT. For this reason, the GACT approach was selected
as the basis for regulating small area source dry cleaning
facilities.

Although a residual risk analysis is required for sources
regulated under MACT, those sources regulated under GACT may also
receive a residual risk analysis. Section 112(f)(5) of. the Act
merely states' that residual risk analysis is not required for
area sources regulated with GACT; it does not pPreclude area.
sources from a residual risk analysis..

In addition, as. mentioned by one of the commenters,
section 112 (k) of the Act directs the EPA to develop a strategy
to control HAP emissions from area sources in urban areas. The
strategy, among other things, must achieve area source emissions.
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reductions from the 30 HAP's that pose the greatest threat to
public health and achieve at least a 75 percent reduction in
cancer incidence from all stationary sources. Consequently, the
heed for emission controls beyond GACT at dry cleaners will be
reconsidered in the context of the overall urban air strategy and
the relative contribution of PCE emlss1ons from dry cleaning
‘facilities to urban exposures.

Finally, as pointed out by one commenter, much evidence
exists in the Senate Committee report and the legislative history
of the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments, that dry cleanlng was
considered an example of an area source category for which
regulations based on GACT were appropriate.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-24) disagreed with the
conclusion given in the proposal preamble that, for economic
reasons, it is unreasonable to apply MACT to all sources. The
commenter stressed that existing State requirements have been
' successfully implemented on the dry cleaners that the EPA
proposes to exempt. The commenter added that the reduction in
solvent usage (in some cases, a 50 percent reduction has been
reported) and associated savings have a net pay back period of
2 to 3 years.

Response: The economic analysis conducted prior to proposal
serves as the basis for the conclusion that it is unreasonable to
impose MACT on area source dry cleaners. Unlike the. MACT
approach: for major sources, which specifies a regulatory floor
(i.e., minimum regulatory requirements), the GACT approach for
regulating area sources specifies no regulatory floor.
Development of any GACT requirement, therefore, takes into
consideration the costs: and economic: impacts as well as: other
potential impacts associated with its requirements. For this
reason, GACT for area sources. represents. a balance between

economic, energy, and environmental impacts. This consideration
is ' particularly important when regulatlng area source dry
cleaners because the majority of these facilities are small,
family-owned businesses that could be severely impacted by
requlatory requirements. )




Data on impacts associated with the implementation of
current State requirements are not available; however, as
discussed in the Proposal preamble, analysis of the impacts
associated with implementation of the standards with no low
solvent consumption exemption levels estimates a potential
20 percent closure rate for small dry cleaning facilities.
Impacts of this magnitude are considered unreasonable.

Analysis of the solvent savings associated with controlling
emissions from the small machines exempted by the low solvent
consumption exemption level show that solvent savings do not
offset the cost of purchasing and operating the control equipment
as contended by the commenter.

Comment: Four commenters (IvV-D-10, IV-D-24, IVv-D-25,
IV-D-26) beélieved that Regulatory Alternative III, the most
stringent regulatory alternative given in the proposal NESHAP for
controlling process vents, should be selected to control
emissions from all existing and new dry-to-dry machines and
transfer machine Systens,

Response: at Proposal, Regqulatory Alternative II, which was

adsorber control of brocess vent emissions from new area source
transfer machine systems, was selected as the basis for the area
Source standards. Regulatory Alternative III, which the
commenters refer: to, was:based:on~carbon:adsorber control of-
Process vent emissions from nNew and existing area source transfer:
machine systems. Regulatory Alternative I was based bn\
réfrigerated condenser control of Process vent emissions from new
and existing area Source transfer machine systems.

At proposal, the-EPALbelievedicarbon;adsorbers outperformed
refrigerated condensers on transfer‘machinefsystems and pProposed
to require carbon adéorbers-on uncontrolled transfer machine
systems.. Following proposal, however, new information became
available from a survey of approximately 2,000 dry cleaning
facilities conducted by CARB. This information reveals that the
solvent mileage achieved. in actual practice by a.refrigerated
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condenser is much greater than that achieved by a carbon
adsorber. Although air emissions are only one of several factors
that determine solvent mileage,'significantly better solvent
mileage is indicative of lower air emissions. The new
information leads the EPA to conclude that refrigerated
condensers achieve significantly lower air emissions in actual
practice than carbon adsorbers.
The final NESHAP, therefore, requires existing uncontrolled
transfer machine systems at area sources to install and operate
refrigerated condensers. The Administrator considers the
additional costs of replacing existing carbon adsorbers with

refrigerated condensers, however, to be unreasonable. As a
result, existing transfer machine systems already controlled by
carbon adsorbers are not required to replace their carbon
adsorbers with refrigerated condensers.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-24) stated that the proposal
NESHAP does not consider using the authority of section 112(a) (1)
of the amended Act to consider dry cleaners that emit less than
10 tpy to be majdr sources based on the pofency of the HAP,
persistence, potential for bicaccumulation, or "other
characteristics of the air pollutant, or other relevant factors."
This commenter realized that the EPA has not established
guidelines yet for determining lesser quantity emission rates
(LQER's) . However, this commenter believed that PCE satisfied
the*criteriarfor’establishing a LQER, particularly with regard to
the inherent toxicity of PCE, its high potential for
bioaccumulation,_and the extensive public exposure to PCE that
has been documented in the vicinity of dry cléaning facilities.
'The commenter cited these factors to support applying MACT to all
sizes. of dry cleaning machines. .

Responses:: Section 112(a) (1) of the Act is a. discretionary
provision. The EPA has the authority to develop LQER's for some
hazardous: air Rollutants "on the basis of the potency of the air
pellutant, persistence, potential for biocaccumulation, other
characteristics of the pollutant, or dther relevant factors."
Thevmethodologyvforlevaluating the need for and:the'approach for
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establishing LQER's is still under development. If an LQER
ultimately is adopted for PCE, then the dry cleaning NESHAP will
be reviewed and revised, as appropriate.

2.7.2 Determining Threshold of Threat of Adverse Effects
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-24) responded to the EPA's
request for comments on the appropriate threshold for determining

whether a particular source category or subcategory presents a
threat of adverse effects to health or the environment sufficient
to warrant regulation. This commenter argued that although the
EPA stated that this finding is required in the absence of an
area source strategy, the following direction exists (according
to the commenter) in the amended Act:

This study was not intended to replace or diminish

regulation of area sources, particularly in the case of
dry cleaners

and

provides that the requirements to develop area source
strategy shall not be interpreted to preclude or delay
implementation of action with respect to area sources
of HAP's under consideration pursuant to the Clean Air
Act that may be promulgated before the strategy is
proposed.

Based on this citation, this commenter stressed that Congress did
not intend for the urban area source strategy to be the sole
vehicle for regulating area sources. This commenter further
stated” that economic' impact analysis. alone or- national impacts of
emissions reductions do not permit the appropriate evaluation of
whether an area source presents an adverse threat to human health.
or the environment. This commenter argued that in determining
the health impacts of area sources, the inherent toxicity of the
HAP and the exposure potential of the population living in the
vicinity of the source must be considered. This commenter
concluded by saying that exposure conditions must include a
characterization of the fate and transport of the HAP once it is
released from the source and activity patterns of the exposed
population.
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~Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that the urban
area source strategy was not 1ntended to be the sole vehicle for
regulating area sources. The EPA is proposing to regulate PCE
dry cleanefs, most of which are area sources, prior to the
completion of the urban area source strategy.

In order to regulate a category of area sources under
section 112(d), a finding must be made that the categery presents
a threat of adverse effects to human health or the environment
sufficient to warrant regqulation. Therefore, a finding of a
threat of adverse effects was presented in the proposed rule for
PCE dry cleaners.

The fate and transport of PCE emissions were not
specifically addressed in this finding. However,.the EPA
believes that available health effects information is sufficient
to establish a finding of a threat of adverse effects for the
purpose of regulation under section 112(d). Furthermore, the EPA
believes standards under section 112(d) are the appropriate first
step and that further controls . (considering fate and transport)
may be appropriate after completion of the national area source
strategy required by section 112(1) of the Act.

2.7.3 Indoor Air Pollution

Comment: Twelve commenters (IV-D-05, Iv-D-08, IV-D-10,
Iv-D-11, IV-D-14, IV-D-16, Iv-D-17, IV-D-21, IV-D-23, IV-D-24,
IV-D-25, IV-D-26) had remarks on indoor air pollution. Ten
commenters: (IV-D=-05, IV=D-08, IV*D-iO, iv-D-11, IV-D-16, IV-D-17,
IvV-D-23, IV-D-24, IV-D-25, IV-D-26) expressed concern about
indoor air pollution from neighborhood dry cleaners and thought

that the standards did not adequately address this problem. Five
commenters. (IV-D-10, IV-D-11, IV-D-16, IV-D-24, IV-D-25) referred
to a New York State study which found high levels of PCE in
residences. located above dry cleaning establishments. These
commenters urged the EPA to review this study. The commenters
believed. this study clearly indicates that the risk to public
health in such situations is significant and should be targeted

for regulatlon.




One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that the proposed NESHAP does
not reduce this indoor air pollution problem and requested that
the standards be modlfied to prevent these problems from
occurring. Another commenter (IV-D-11) mentioned that although
the Act does not specifically address indoor air pollution,
indoor air emissions eventually become ambient air emissions.

One commenter (IV-D-14) disagreed with the concern that the
standards would not adequately control air pollution by stating
that the purpose of the Act is to address ambient air quality
rather than indoor air quality. :

Response: The EPA was unaware of the New York'study and its
findings of elevated PCE levels in residences located above dry
cleanlng facilities prior to proposal. Many States and
environmental groups, however, referred to this study in their
public comments on the proposed NESHAP, and several commenters
submitted copies of the report attached to their public comments.
Subsequent discussions with the authors of the report indicate
that the dry cleaning trade associations are familiar with it.
Nevertheless, copies of the report were forwarded to these
associations to ensure they were aware of it. As a result, the
EPA believes that most people concerned with PCE emissions from
dry cleaning facilities are familiar with the study and, as such,
the study can be considered common knowledge.

The New York study indicates that PCE emissions can
accumulate- in residences. located above- dry cleaning facilities,
leading to increased public exposure to PCE. It should be noted
that PCE accumulation in buildings would not be limited to
residences located above dry cleaning facilities. 1In fact, the.
New  York study can be viewed as. demonstrating that PCE emissions
can accumulate in any- building that includes a dry cleaning
facility.

While not definitive, in EPA's opinion, several observatlons
included in the New York. study suggest that fugitive PCE
emissions--not process vent emissions--may be the major
contributor to the elevated PCE levels in the apartments located
abovelthe,dryfcleaning'facilities-. For example, process vent
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-emissions were generally released to the atmosphere at a point’
outside the dry cleaning facility, yet the elevated PCE levels
observed in the apartments were essentially the same whether the
windows of the apartments were open or closed during the study.
This tends to discount the contribution of process vent emissions
to the elevated PCE levels.

On the other hand, observed PCE levels in the apartments
located above dry cleaning facilities with transfer machine
systems were significantly higher than PCE levels observed in
apartments above dry cleaning facilities with dry-to-dry
machines. This tends to highlight the contribution of fugitive
emissions to the elevated PCE levels, since fugitive emissions
from transfer machines systems are much higher than those from
dry-to-dry machines due to clothing transfer between the washer
and the dryer at transfer machine systems. Also, equipment leaks
and generally poor operation were observed at many of the dry
cleaning facilities, and these are major contributors to fugitive
emissions.

As a result, EPA reevaluated the costs and benefits of
extending those provisions of the proposed standards which
focused on fugitive emission control (i.e., the pollution
prevention requirements) to dry cleaning facilities below the low
solvent consumption exemption levels. Such pollution prevention
requirements include. leak detection and repair, and. good
housekeeping practices such as keeping solvent tanks and
containers covered while not in use, and minimizing the time that
the doors on the dry cleaning machines remain open. These costs
were determined to be reasonable based on the additional emission
reduction:. achieved.. Thus, in the final.rule, all PCE dry

cleaning facilities are required to implement pollution
prevention;practices; Such practices would- help address: the
indoor air problems- indicated. by the New York study.-

Additional remedies to control indoor air emissions from PCE
dry cleaning facilities may also be necessary and appropriate.
Such remedies could be adopted on the Federal State, or local
level.. At this. time, however, the EPA. is unsure of: what these.
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additional remedies might be. Consequently, the EPA will
continue to assess the problem highlighted by the New York study,
try to identify addltlonal remedies, and decide how best to
proceed.

2.7.4 Small Consumption Facilities

Comment: Six commenters (IV-D-10, Iv-D-11, IV-D-16,
IV-D-17, IV-D-23, IV-D-25) believed that the proposed low solvent
consumption exemption levels would exempt existing area source.
dry cleaning operations that endanger human health. One of these
commenters (IV-D-11) stated that it is the small volume area
source facility that poses the largest threat to individuals
because many existing area source dry cleaners are located in
residential areas. Another commenter (IV-D-25) argued that, ‘
‘because of their location in proximity to human populations, more
people are exposed to air toxics from small existing area source
dry cleaners than from large industrial complexes, such as
chemical plants, which are not usually located in the midst of
population centers. Another commenter (IV-D-16) believed that
virtually all small existing area source dry cleaners
contributing to this problem would be sources exempted under the
pfoposed NESHAP. .

Three commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-11, IV-D-23) requested that
the EPA reevaluate the low solvent consumption exemption levels
to ensure that small existing area source dry cleaning facilities
located in‘or near residences' are subject to the standards..

One commenter (IV-D-17) recognized,fhaf although the
economic impact of regulating the small existing area source dry
cleaners can be significant, the process and fugitive emissions
‘from these sources. can endanger human health. This. commenter
requested that, prior to promulgating the NESHAP, the EPA examine
low cost control technology and operating procedure alternatives
to reduce PCE. emissions from small existing area source dry
cleaners.

Two commenters (IV-D-14, IV-D-22) recommended that small
existing area source dry cleaning machines exempted from the
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regulation not be exempted from certain inspection and repair
provisions. ‘ ;

Response: The Act provides the Administrator with a
considerable amount of flexibility in regulating small area
sources. For the small area source dry cleaning category, GACT
was selected as the vehicle for regulation consistent with the
Senate Committee report on the Act, which cited dary cleaning as
an example of a source for which. GACT was the most appropriate
vehicle for regulation.

Standards developed under GACT represent the Administrator's
judgment of a reasonable balance between the cost, energy, and
envirdnmehtal impacts of alternative control technologies. The
objective of GACT is to achieve the greatest degree of emission
reduction without imposing unreasonable impacts; Because very
small dry cleaners may suffer economic hardship if stringent
‘regulation is imposed on them, the coSt, economic and other
impacts on these ~Sources were carefully evaluated.

There are no low solvent consumption exemption levels
1ncluded in the NESHAP for new area sources. The final NESHAP
requlres all new area source dry cleaning machines to control
process vents, clothlng transfer emissions, and fugitive
emissions. '

Al) existing area source dry cleaning machines are required
to control fugitive emissions. Existing area sources are also
required to: control proce55avent55except*where—the»economic;
energy, and environmental impacts were judged to be unreasonable.
At proposal these impacts were judged to be unreasonable for area
‘'sources consuming less than 200 and 300 gallons of PCE per year
for dry-to-dry machines and transfer machine systens,
respectively (corresponding to' annual receipts of $100,000).

In response to comments, the EPA reconsidered the low
solvent consumption exemption levels for Process vent control and
decided to lower them to 140 and 200 gallons per year,
respectively. The cost effectiveness of process vent control at
these very small area sources ranges from $1,600 to $3,600 per
ton- of PCE. As many as 165 additional financial failures are
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'levels for process vent control. Also, there could be as many as
65 additional business closures. Baseqd on the concern expressed

200 gallons or more of PCE (corresponding to annual receipts of
$75,000). The EPA considered it unreasonable, however, to lower

“in the final standards, all facilities are required to implement
pPollution prevention Practices. '

at those dry cleaning facilities located in multi-use buildings
may also be appropriate. At this time, however, the EPA is.
unsure‘of what these additional remedies might be. Consequently,
the EPA will continue to assess the problem highlighted by the
New York study, try to identify additional remedies, and decide
howebeét'to Proceed. Assessment'ofitheﬂproblemvmay‘lead to an
additional rulemaking or might lead to guidance on remédies for
States to implement.
2.7.5 Banning of Transfer Madhine Systems

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D=-20, IV-D-23) Tecommended that
thevEPA“impcsexaaban:onﬂthezsalé’of new*orfused)transfer:machine

systems in the future. One:commenter'(IV-D~20) disagreed with.
the statement in the Preamble that "no new transfer machires have
been sold in recent years, and this trend is expected to
continue." Thig commenter stated that transfer machine systens
are still being offered and sold to dry cleaners. .
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This commenter believed that a ban on the sale of transfer
machine systems would pPrevent dry cleaners from purchasing
machines that may not allow them to meet the new OSHA PEL of
25 ppm that goes into effect (without the use of protective
equipment) in December 1992, The commenter pointed out that a
ban on the sale of transfer units would also allow dry cleaners
to comply with local air district regulations that are or may be -
' more stringent than the Proposed standards.

This commenter stated that it is cost effective to purchase
closed loop dry-to-dry machines, pointing out that a
reconditioned machine can be purchased for between.$18,ooo and
$22,000. The commenter noted that low interest loans (7 percent)

This commenter pointed out that, at a price for PCE of $4.35 per
gallon, the savings in,switching from a transfer to a dry-to-dry
closed loop machine would be about $4,700 annually. The
commenter added that the $20,000 investment would be paid off in
about 5 years. This commenter believed that dry cleaners are not
always aware of cufrent or pending regulations, and they are
heavily influenced by what vendors tell them. This commenter
thought that banning transfer dry cleaning machine systems would
reducevworker‘exposure:to»PCE, reduce;PCE:releasesy and- ensure a
better capital investment for the dry cleaner. '

Two c'ommenters (IV-D-14 and IV-1L-03) urged the Epa to
tighten the standards for new or reconstructed major sources and.
area sources above the lowusolvent‘consumptionAexemption levels.
Thesescommenterspsuggestedvthat; for:these:facilities;vit"is
appropriate to require>thexpurchaserofndry-tOFdry refrigerated

adsorbers.
A These commenters noted that although this refrigerated
equipment represents a greater capita; investment, a new entrant.
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to the dry cleaning market would incorporate this additional
expense into the cost of doing business when deciding whether or
not to enter the market. They éxplained that a facility
contemplating the replacement of its dry cleaning machine would
make a similar evaluation. They also stated that, in both cases,
a significant reduction in PCE consumption would offset the
additional capital éxXpense over the long term. However, one
commenter (IV-L-03) believed that an exception should be made for
those facilities that installed a transfer machine system between
proposal and promulgation. .

Another'commenter (IV-L-07) wanted the EPA to ban the sale
of both new and used transfer machine systems, adding that both
new and used transfer machine systems are still being offered for
Ssale ‘and will continue to be sold unless their sale is no longer
allowed. :

Response: Prior to pProposal, the EPA believed that no new
transfer machine systems were being sold or had béen sold in
recent years due to the adoption of the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) permissible eéXposure level (PEL) of
25 parts per million (ppm) for PCE (January 19, 1989), which was
intended to reduce worker exposure levels. éased on the level of
PCE emitted during the transfer step, transfer machine systems
were viewed as incapable of meeting this OSHA PEL. Because the
EPA believed no new transfer machine systems were being sold, it
was not considered.necessary to develop regulations. that
effectively banned or prohibited the use of new transfer machine
sSystems. .

' Following Proposal, however, the Eleventh Circuit Appeals
Court remanded the PEL to OSHA. This action'could‘certainly slow
the: transition from transfer=machineasystemssto=dry—to-dry
machines.

It was also learned following proposal that many owners or
operators of transfer machine systemsléere meeting the OSHA PEL
by increasing ventilation or rotating the placement of their
workers. Moreover, it was learned that petroleum transfer
machine systems, which are still being manufactured for use with
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petroleum solvents, could be used as PCE transfer machine
éystems. ‘ _ '

Finally, it was learned that,‘in.some cases, reclaimers were
being used with dryéto-dry machines to increase clothing
throughput of the machines. A reclaimer is essentially a dryer
and its use with a dry-to-dry machine effectively converts the -
dry-to-dry machine to a washer, thus Ccreating a new transfer
machine system. The EPA, therefore, has reconsidered itg
position at broposal, which was that a ban or prohibition of new
transfer machine systems is Unnecessary.

For transfer machine systems located at a ﬁajor source, the
NESHAP muét be based on MacT. The Act states that MACT for new
Sources must be no less stringent than the best controlleq
similar source. A new transfer machine system with a room
enclosure represents the best contfolled similar source.

However, MacT may be more stringent if the Administrator believes
the balance between the additional economic, energy, and
environmental impacts of a more stringent requirement is
reasonable. Dry~to-dry machines provide greater control of

emissions). A new dry-to=-dry machine rather than a new transfer
machine system with a room enclosure, therefore, would achieve
greater‘redqctionsuin PCE emissions. The: MACT for new transfer
machine>system51could’be based on the use of new dry-to~dry
machines, thereby requiring new major source transfer machine
systems to eliminate.all emissions from clothing transfer. Such

that could be- added to a new transfer,machine,systemzto'eliminate
all PCE emissions from clothing transfer.
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uncontrolled transfer machine System. The annualized costs for
such control would be a net savings ($300) because overall PCE
consumption is lower with a dry-to-dry machine. This lower cost
is due to the increased amount of PCE that is recovered and
recycled within the machine.

The EPA believes it is reasonable to require new transfer
machine systems located at ﬁajor sources to meet the same level
of emission control achieved by‘new dry-to-dfy machines. Thus,
the final NESHAP prohibits any emissions between the washing and
drying step of the dry cleaning cycle for new transfer machine
systems located at major sources.

For new area source transfer machine systems, the NESHAP is
based on GACT. The GACT is a balance between environmental,
economic, and energy impacts the Administrator considers
reasonable. The incremental cost effectiveness of requiring a
new dry-to-dry machine'over‘a new transfer machine system at a
typical new area source is approximately $2,600 per ton. The EPA
does not believe that the additional costs of purchasing a new
dry-to-dry machine over purchasing a new transfer machine systenm
would deter entry (or expansion) into the dry cleaning market.

If a new business venture is viable and attractive with a new
transfer machine system, the EPA believes that the business
venture would be equally viable and attractive with a new
dry-to-dry machine. Consequently, the impacts of requiring
transfer,machinefsystems;toFeliminate»allbclothing transfer
emissions (i.e., purchase a new dry-to-dry machine) is considered
reasonable.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) stated that at one point
during the regulatory development,process, the EPA was
considering*immediate”or;gradual-replacement:of'existing:transfer
machine systems with,neW'dryrto-dry machines. This: commenter
noted  that there was no mention of existing transfer machine
‘system phaseout in?the‘proposed NESHAP. The commenter stressed
that the EPA cannot rely on OSHA rules to accomplish a prompt
phaseout of existing transfer machine systems. The commenter
noted that OSHA's final rule contemplafed an extension of the
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deadline by which engineering controls would be required, if a
trade association requests it.

This commenter believed that the NESHAP should provide a
schedule for the accelerated replacement of existing transfer
machine systems with well-controlled dry-to-dry machines, and not
simply rely on trends in the industry.

Two commenters (IV-L-05, and IV-L-06) believed that all
existing transfer machine systems should be phased out of use.
One commenter (IV-L-05) felt they should be phased out rapidly.
One commenter (IV-L-06) also recommended phasing out existing
transfer machine systems and believed that MACT for all existing
transfer machine systems is replacement with dry-to-dry machines.
‘ Response: The requirement for existing transfer machine ‘
systems to be replaced with new dry-to-dry machines was a control
option considered by the EPA prior to proposal of the NESHAP.
From a cost-effectiveness viewpoint, there is little difference
in the impacts of requiring immediate replacement of existing
transfer machine systems or gradual, phased-in replacement. In
both cases, the capital cost of the existing transfer machine
system is a "sunk" cost that has been incurred and is not a
factor in the analysis.

This viewpoint makes the analysis of replacing or phasing
out existing transfer machine systems quite different from that
of banning or prohibiting new transfer machine systems. For
existing transfer machine systems, the costs of replacing or
phasing out the existing system are the full costs of a new
dry-to-dry machine. For a new transfer machine system, the costs
of banning or prohibiting the new system is the difference in
costs between. the new. transfer machine system. and the: new.
dry-to-dry machine.. Consequéntly, the costs. are much higher in
the analysis of replacing. or phasing out: existing transfer
machine systems. than they are in the analysis of banning or
prohibiting new transfer machine systems.. The incremental cost
effectiveness for replacing or phasing out a typical area source
-existing transfer machine system with a dry-to-dry machine is
approximately $41,800 per ton of PCE reduced. The incremental
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cost effectiveness for replacing or phasing out a typical major
source existing transfer machine system with a dry-to-dry machine
is approximately $12,200 per ton of PCE reduced.

The high costs of either immediate or gradual replacement of
existing transfer machine systems is considered unreasonable for
both area and major sources. No additional information has been
-presented to alter this conclusion. . Consequently, the NESHAP
does not require replacement of existing transfer machine systens
with dry-to-dry machines.

2.7.6 Reclaimers 4

Comment: Five commenters (IV-L-02, IV-L-03, IV-L-05,
IV-L-06, IV-L-07) agreed with EPA that use of a reclaimer with a
dry-to-dry machine would make them 'a transfer machine systen.

One commenter (IV-L-07) also wanted to ban the sale of new or
used reclaimers. '

Response: The NESHAP has been revised to define a
dry~-to-dry machine used with a reclaimer as a transfer machine
system. The NESHAP does not allow emissions to occur between the
wash and dry cycles for a new dry cleaning machine. This
requirement effectively bans or prohibits new transfer machine
systems. It also effectively bans or prohibits the use of new
reclaimers with new or existing dry-to~dry machines, because
adding a reclaimer to a new or existing dry-to-dry machine
creates a new transfer machine system.

2.7.7 Room Enclosures )

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) suggested that, until
transfer machine systems are phased out, total vapor containment
(i.e., room enclosures) should be the control required for all
transfer machine systems.. The: commenter requested that fransfer
machine- systems be' enclosed: to capture fugitive emissions and
channel them to control devices.

Two commenters (IV-D-10 and IV-D-24) suggested that the EPA.
evaluate a new type of total vapor containment exhaust and
control system (i.e., room enclosure) thét has been retrofitted
to an existing transfer machine in New York State. The commenter
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stated that this control system should be considered MACT for
transfer machine systenms. .

Response: As indicated in the previous response, the final
NESHAP effectively bans new transfer machine systems. At the
commenters' suggestion, the EPA reconsidered requiring room
enclosures on existing transfer machine systems. Room enclosures
capture and vent the fugitive PCE emissions to a carbon adsorber.
Because clothing transfer emissions are a significant portion of
overall transfer machine system emissions, control of these
through a room enclosure would achieve additional emission
reductions.

The only type of control device that could effectively
control PCE emissions on a room enclosure is a carbon adsorber.

- As stated previously, however, new information emerged following
proposal indicating that in actual practice within the dry
cleaning industry, carbon adsorbers achieve a much .lower level of
emission reduction than originally thought.

Assuming, for the sake of discussion, a carbon adsorber
achieves a 95 percent reduction in PCE emissions, the incremental
cost effectiveness of requiring room enclosures with carbon
adsorbers on existing major source transfer machine systems would
be as low as $300 per ton of PCE. In fact, even if the control
efficiency of the carbon adsorber was as low as 10 percent, the
incremental cost effectiveness of requiring room enclosures on
major'source~transfer;machine“éystems would-be  about: $3,600. per
ton. '

Although the EPA does not believe the control efficiency of
carbon adsorbers within the dry cleaning industry is as low as
10 percent, making such. an assumption for the purpose. of
calculations:effectively~indicateS~that, even at low control
efficiencies, the use of room: enclosures: at major source  transfer
machine systems is reasonable. ‘Consequently, the final NESHAP
.fequires the use of room'enclosures with carbon adsorbers at
existing major source transfer machine systens.

Requiring existing major source transfer machine system dry
Cleaners to use.room enclosures is not estimated. to result in any-
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additional financial failures or closures. - Initially, due to the
limited number of Vendors of room enclosures, the EPA was

few vendors and a large'demand, the price of room enclosures
could rise significantly. However, if required only for the
approximately 250 existing major source transfer machine systems,
the demand for room enclosures is not judged sufficient to cause
a significant rise in the price of 4 room enclosure.

For existing area Sources, the impacts of requiring a room
enclosure are considered unreasonable. The incremental cost

Source could be as high as $8,900 pPer ton of PCE, even if the
carbon adsorber is achieving a high percent emission reduction
efficiency (e.g., 95 bercent). As discussed above, if the carbon
-adsorber is operating at a lower control efficiency, the

requirement on only the largest area Sources, those with annual
receipts over $100,000. In addition, with only a few vendors of-
room enclosures, the EPA remains concerned with the impact that

room enclosures. For these reasons, the Administrator considers
room enclosures unreasonable for existing transfer machine systen

area sources.
2.7.8 Hamger=and'Room‘Enclosures;

Comment :. One: commenter (IV-L-02) stated"that,hamper
‘enclosures' and room enclosures should be required on transfer
machine systens.. This commenter (IV-L-02) stated- that transfer




with the room enclosure during the transfer step and an exhaust
ventilation rate (such as 100 linear feet per minute 1nward air
veloc1ty) should also be required.

Response: The use of both a hamper enclosure and a room
enclosure together is not estimated to reduce PCE emissions from
the cloﬁhing transfer step by any more than a room enclosure
alone. Little additional PCE reduction is estimated because the
hamper enclosure would be located inside the room enclosure.

Comment: One commenter (IV-L-0S5) believed that the use of
hamper and room enclosures should not be limited to new machines
because loans and leasing arrangements are made available by
major eqdipment manufacturers for small businesses.

Response: The availability of loans or leasing arrangements
was not an issue in determining the reasonableness of requiring
hamper or room enclosures. Rather, the concern was the price of
such control devices in a monopolistic market created by
regulation when there is only one supplier (with a patent) of the
devices. This situation could cause the price of such control
devices to increase significantly if the widespread use of these
controls were mandated by the NESHAP.

Comment: One commenter (IV-L-03) believed that transfer
enclosures (e.g., hamper and room enclosures) would not be
economically feasible for existing area sources. This commenter
added that with a great demand for hamper enclosures, their price
couldwincrease~substantially“aboveuthe‘currentkprice:of-$3,000.
The commenter added that the same would occur with room
enclosures, as they would also likely be sold in a monopolistic
market. Two commenters (IV-L~02, IV-L-05), however, stated that
economic concerns: about the creation of a monopolistic market
were overstated..

Response: Initial concerns about the:-emission' reduction-
achievable, costs, and availability of hamper enclosures and room
enclosures made them unreasonable for area source dry cleaning
machines. . In response to the comments, however, the EPA
reconsidered requiring room enclosures on existing major sources.
As discussed elsewhere, the final NESHAP reqﬁires room. enclosures
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on existing major source transfer machine systems--those located
in a dary cleaning facility with an annual PCE consumption of more
than 1,800 gallons). By limiting this requirement to major
sources, the demand for room enclosures is relatively small and
is unlikely to lead to excessive price increases.

Although two commenters believed the economic concerns
associated with requiring hamper enclosures or room enclosures
may be overstated, these commenters offer no reasoning or logic
to explain why they believe that to be the case.

2.7.9 Additional controls gor'D;x-to-sz Machines

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-25, IV-D-27) stated that
additional controls should have been considered for dry-to-dry
machinés. Onevcommgnter (IV-D-25) mentioned a new German
machine, the Permac Consorba®, that uses a carbon adsorber in
conjunction with a refrigerated condenser for vent control. The
commenter pointed out that this machine was mentioned in the
background document as achieving 98 to 99 percent control, but
was not evaluated further. The commenter stated that it made
sense that a dual control system would achieve better control
than a machine with one control device. The commenter felt that
this control was not evaluated sufficiently and quoted the -

Congressional Record: '

In implementing this Provision, the managers intend the
Administrator to take whatever steps are necessary to
assure that he- has-'collected data on all of the :
better-performing sources within'each’category. ‘He

must have a data-gathering program sufficient to assure

that he does not miss any sources that have superior

levels of emission control.

Another commenter (IV-D-27) stated that emissions to the
atmosphere;from“dryfto-dryjmachines:with”refrigerated:condensers
are limited to;the,opening,andiclosingiof the loading door. This
commenter pointed out that some States, such as New Jersey,
determined that emissions from- dry-to-dry refrigerated condenser
controlled machines would exceed the levels prescribed in their
rule. These machines have installed mini-carbon adsorbers to

reduce PCE emissions for a capital cost of about $3,000. The
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commenter suggested that thé EPA should evaluate the use of such
devices an&'consider requiring them.

One commenter (IV-D-25) discussed the "floor" as described
in section 112(d) (3) of the amended Act:

Emission standards...shall not be less stringent, and.

may be more stringent than the average emission

limitation achieved by the best performing 12 percent
of the existing sources...(emphasis added by commenter)

The commenter quoted an explanation by the author of this
section, which appeared in the Congressional Record:

Subsection(d) specifically authorizes the Administrator

to go beyond the floor if he determines that a more

stringent standard is achievable. Indeed, the

Administrator is authorized and expected to set the

standard beyond the level achieved by any source in the

past if he determines that such a standard will be

achievable by the deadline for compliance. The

fundamental test is not whether the standard is at or

above the average for the best performing 12 percent of

the sources in the category, but whether the standard

reflects the maximum degree in reduction of emissions

that can be achieved by sources in the category.
This commenter argued that MACT for existing dry-to-dry machines
should consider the use of supplementa; control systems, such as
carbon adsorber add-ons to a refrigerated condenser machine. The
commenter stated that this approach should be evaluated to
determine if it can achieve better levels of control for existing
sources.. '

Response: In the simplest Sense, a Permac Consorba® may be
described as a dry-to-dry machine equipped with two control
devices in series-~-a refrigerated condenser followed by a carbon
adsorber. The reported advantage of this system over a
conventional: dry-to-dry machine. equipped with only a. refrigerated
condenser is. that the Permac Consorba® reducss. the PCE
concentration in the air remaining in the machine once the dry
cleaning cycle: is. complete.. )

With a conventional dry-to-dry machine equipped with a
refrigerated condenser, the air is saturated with PCE at the end

of the dry cleaning cycle. With the Permac Consorba®, because
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stages of the dry éleaning cycle, the concentration of PCE in the

air in the machine is lower than the‘saturation concentration.
The Permac Consorba® is aigo a "no-vent" dry-to-dry machine.

In other words, when the door is opened at the conclusion of the
dry cleaning cycle, no fan turns on to draw room air through the
dry cleaning machine and "vent the machine to the atmosphere.
Conventional dry-to-dry machines equipped with refrigerated
condensers, on the other hang, may be vented or no-vent.

At the end of the drying cycle, a fan turns on when the door
to a vented dry-to-dry machine is opened. This fan draws room

a vent. Consequently, at the end of the drying cycle, a Vented

dry-to-dry machine is Oopened. However, in the process of
unloading articles from the machine and loading more articles to
be cleaned into the machine, most of the PCE 'vapors remaining in
the machine eéscape into the room and then into the atmosphere.

Sincezthe*air'remaining in the_PermacConsorba® is drawn
through a carbon adsorber before the door to the machine ig
opened, the Permac Consorba® has slightly lower PCE emissions

is opened.
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These émissions can be controlled by drawing the air
remaining in the machine through a small carbon adsorber either
before the door to the machine is opened (similar to the Permac
Consorba®) or venting the air through a carbon adsorber when the
door is opened. Indeed, several vented dry-to-dry machines
equipped with refrigerated condensers currently operate in this
manner (i.e., the air remaining in the machine is vented to a
carbon adsorber). There is no difference in PCE emissions
between a Permac Consorba® and a vented dry-to-dry machine
equipped with a refrigerated condenser and a small carbon
adsorber ‘on the vent. Similarly, there would be no difference in
emissions between a Permac Consorba® and a conventional no-vent
dry-to-dry machine equipped with a refrigerated condenser that
passed the air remaining in the machine at the end of the dry
cleaning cycle through a carbon adsorber before the door to the
machine was opened. .

Under the Act, MACT for new major sources must be no less
stringent than the best-controlled similar source. As a result,
the final NESHAP requires that new major source dry-to-dry
machines be equipped with a refrigerated condenser and that the
air remaining in the machine at the end of the dry cleaning cycle
be passed through a carbon adsorber prior to opening the machine
door or that the air remaining in the machine be passed through a
carbon absorber as soon as the door to the machine is opened.
Thus, the level. of control required. for major-newAsourceAdry'
cleaning facilities is equivalent to that achieved by the Permac
Consorba® technology.

The MACT is also required for existing dry-to-dry machines
located at major sources. Under the Act, MACT for existing
sources~must‘be;nOaless:stringentAthan;theulevel.of'control
achieved by the best 12 percent of existing sources. Less than
12 percent of existing major source dry-to-dry machines are using
a refrigerated-condenser,in combination. with a carbon adsorber to
control PCE process: vent emissions. However, MACT can be more
stringent if the Administrator determines that the balance of
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costs, energy, and environmenta} impacts of choosing a more
'stringent level of control are reasonable. .

Assuming, for the sake of discussion, a 95-percent emission
reduction for a carbon adsorber, the incremental cost
effectiveness of the additional emissioh reduction achievéd by

The EPA has elected to control emissions from area Sources
using GACT. Generally available control technology must reflect

of" control efficiency (e.g., 95 percent). If the carbon adsorber
is achieving a lower efficiencyvin actual Practice then the

2.7.10 Other Control Options
======_XONtrol Options

comment : Twe commenters (IV-D-23, IV-D-25) requested that
' vapor barriers be required to Prevent seepage to adjacent
apartments. 'One commenter (IV=-D=-23) suggested that dry.cleaning




all floors, walls, and ceilings to Separate the dry cleaning
facility from other areas in the building.

Response: Installing vapor barriers to prevent seepage of
PCE emissions into adjacent living or working areas merely
contains the emissions in the dry -cleaning facility. 1Installing
vapor barriers could lead to elevated PcE concentrations in the
. wWork areas and public areas of the dry cleaning facility,
resulting in increased worker and public exposure at the dry
Cleaner. Vapor barriers would also be very expensive for a dry
cleaning owner or operator to install. Estimates indicate that
installation of a vapor barrier in a 30 by 50 by 20 foot dry
cleaning facility would cost approximately $6,500. Vapor
barriers, therefore, are considered unreasonable‘due to their
high cost and their failure to control Or reduce PCE emissions.

commenters about the potential impact of fugitive emissions. As
mentioned earlier, to address these concerns, the final NESHAP
requires control of fugitive emissions by leak detection and
repair, as well as by other pollution prevention measures for all
dry cleaning facilities. as a result, the NESHAP will
significantly reduce fugitive PCE emissions from all dry cleaning
facilities.

In a few cases, local agencies may find situations where
they believe the use of vapor barriers may be warranted, such asg

as this are best handled at the local level.
Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-23, Iv-D-24,
IV-D-25) believed that no dry cleaner equipped with the pProposed

to:prevent‘adverse‘impacts on the public. For this reason, - the
commenters recommended requiring additional ventilation- .
requirements.

One commenter (IV-D-10) requested that specific local and
general exhaust or ventilation requirements and pProcess controls
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be added. This commenter recommended adopting the NFPA
Standard 32 for dry Cleaning plants (1990 edition). These

maintaining a minimum air velocity of 100 feet per minute (fpm)
through the loading door, whenever the door is open. These

. recommended standards also would require the use of general

" workroom exhaust ventilation, providing an air change every

5 minutes. The commenter explained that adopting these standards
would help reduce fugitive PCE emissions, most of which are
generated from the loading doors of dry Cleaning machines. This
commenter noted that some States include these requirements in
their dry cleaning rules.

One commenter (IV-D-23) requested that the standards require
good general ventilation (one air change every 5 minutes) with an
exhaust vent terminating s feet above the roof line.

One commenter (IV~-D-24) emphasized that ventilation

emissions. Two commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-25) edded that
ventilation exhaust requirements have been pPrescribed in several
State regulations. : .

Response: vVentilation requirements at a dry cleaning
facility in and of themselves would not reduce fugitive
emissions. From the perspective of a national,vuniform,rule,,the
EPA believes it is more appropriate to focus on the use of
equipment or techniques that prevent or control fugitive
emissions rather than focus on ventilation requirements that
merely divert, rather than reduce, emissions.

If dry cleaning.facility ventilationvsystems;wereﬁinstalled;
and the resulting exhaust routed through a control,deviceu(e.g;,
carbon adsorber), this would reduce fugitive emissions; however,

it would be;prohibitively expensive. The NESHAP, therefore, does.

not include dry Cleaning facility ventilation requirements. on
the other hand, the NEsSHAP does not preclude a dry cleaning
facility from installing ventilation systems to meet OSHA
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requirements. Moreover, where local authorities consider
ventilation systems necessary, the NESHAP does not prevent or
hinder local agencies in any way from requiring additional
measures such as ventilation systems.

As mentioned earlier, the NESHAP requires the implementation
of a leak detection and fepair program, as well as other
additional pollution prevention measures, to control fugitive PCE
emissions at all dry cleaning facilities. These measures will
achieve a substantial reduction in fugitive emissions at dry
cleaning facilities.

Comment: One commenter (IV-L-01) referred to guidance for

nonattainment areas in 1979 that Suggested carbon adsorbers be
installed on all dry cleaning facilities, regardless of their
size. This commenter stated that because this level of control
was considered reasonably available control technology (RACT), he
questioned how anything less stringent could be considered MACT.

Response: The gquidance concerning reasonably available
' control technology (RACT} issued in 1979 was just that--guidance
to States concerning the emission control performance and costs
associated with the use of carbon adsorbers as a means of
reducing PCE emissions from dry cleaning facilities. The basic
objective was to provide states. a source of information for use
in developing State Implementation Plans (SIP's). The guidance
was not a rule or a regulation. States did not have to adopt
- requlations as- part of their SIP based solely on this guidance-
and, as one would expect, the requlations adopﬁed in response to
this the guidance vary from State to State. .

On the other hand, a NESHAP is a uniform national rule. The
factors considered in developing a NESHAP are somewhat different
from: those: considered in developing gquidance. As a result, it ig
not surprising that the NESHAP differs;to~some'extent,from the
guidance, just as the rules developed by States differ from the
guidance.,. ' '

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-25) fequested that
the regulation include appropriate restrictions onAselling used
dry cleaning machines to ensure that these,machiheS‘are subject
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to MACT or GACT requirements. One commenter (IV-D-25) thought
that the EPA should prohibit the sale of old machines.

Response: The NESHAP does not exempt used dry cleaning
machines. The NESHAP applies MACT or GACT to a dry cleaning
machine depending on whether the source is a major source or an
area source. All major sources (whether they use original or
used equipment) must meet MACT, and all area sources (whether
they use original or used equipment) must meet GACT.

Prohibiting the sale of old machines just because they are
old is unreasonable. With proper operation and maintenance, old
machines éan operate as well, in terms of PCE emissions, as new
machines of the same type and will be required to meet the same
emission control requirements. No basis exists, therefore, to
restrict the sale of used equipment.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) identified one pollution
prevention option for industrial dry cleaners that he believed
the EPA did not consider: water wash and detergent. The
commenter asserted that this alternative, which can eliminate
emissions altogether, should have been considered as MACT.

Response: Water wash and detergent is a poor substitute for
PCE in many instances. water may be an effective alternative to

cleaning certain types of clothes; however, there are many
fabrics--notably wools and silks--that can not be cleaned
effectively in water. Other solvents, such as PCE, must be used.
In the Design: for the:Environment‘Program, the EPA is. evaluating
the economic feasibility and performance of a potential
alternative wet cleaning process, which‘does not use PCE.

For the mosﬁ part, water is not a substitutable alternative
+for PCE. 1In somerdases, és,noted in the background. information
document;for*the;proposed:NESHAP;_industrialhsized,machinés;are
switching over to water wash because water can be used
effectively to clean linens and uniforms. However, this is only
one small portion of the dry cleaning industry and this. situation
has limited applicability. )
‘ Comment: One commenter (IV-D-27) thought that no-vent
dry-to-dry machines should not be allowed as a control option in
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the NESHAP. fThe Ccommenter explained that vented dry-to-dry
‘machines turn on a fan when the loading door is opened to create

from PCE vapors. No-vent machines do not use a fan for this
' burpose. The commenter Submitted test data to illustrate that

dry-to-dry units is in direct conflict with OsHaA's 25 ppm PEL.
The commenter pointed out that this creates 3 discrepancy between
the two regulations. fThe commenter observed that to comply with
MACT for the bProposal NESHAP, 3 dry Cleaning machine cannot have
a loading door fan, and to comply with OSHA regulations, a
loading door fan is required. ‘

Response: The NESHAP does not require the use of no-vent
dry-to-dry machines. Either vented or no-vent dry-to~-dry
machines may be used to comply with the NESHAP. The best way to
comply with the worker eéXposure requirements set out by osHA is
left to the discretion of the dry cleaning facility owner or
operator, and nothing in the NESHap Precludes the owner or
operator from complying with the OSHA requirements.

2.8 SELECTION OF FORMAT FOR STANDARDS

Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-22, IV-D-24, IV-D-2s5,
IV-D-26) expressed concern about the PCE low solvent consumption
éxemption levels in the regulation. Two commenters (IV-Dp-22,
IV-D-25) recommendedithattthevexemption levels be based on: pounds
of clothes cleaned bPer year for an entire facility. one

technology.(RACT) exemption level based on the amount of clothes
. €leaned per Year. This. commenter explained that to determine
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whether affected facilities qualify for this exemption, they have
to keep records of the pounds of clothes cleaned. The commenter
stated that since most facilities usually weigh and record the
amount of .clothes loaded into their machines to avoid
overloading, this additional recordkeeping for exempted
facilities would not be burdensome. .

Three commenters (IV-D-24, IV4D-25, IV-D-26) stated that
they do not support the low solvent consumption exemption levels
in the proposed NESHAP because there is no adequate documentation
given to explain how these exemption levels were selected.

One commenter (IV-D-24) asserted that PCE consumption rates
alone are not a valig surrogate‘for determining‘PCE emissions
from dry cleaning machines. This commenter pointed out that PpCE’
is released during the dry cleaning process from uncontrolled
vents and exhaust pipes, auxiliary equipment that is used to
filter and distill the PCE, evaporation during clothing transfer
- and handling, and equipment leaks during solvent transfer and
from stored solid waste. The commenter stated that relatively
small, improperly operated.machines-have the potential to emit
mbre PCE than well-controlled, industrial dry cleaning machines
and, for this Treason, PCE consumption rates should not be used as
a surrogate for PCE emissions when determining which dry cleaners
are major sources.

- Response: Annual PCE consumption is a reasonable indicator
of PCE emissions. It: is. considered a better indicator of pcE
emissions than the amount of clothes cleaned at a facility,
because it is a more direct measure of PCE emissions.

In the dry cleaning Process, all of the solvent consumed is
emitted either as process vent emissions, fugitive air emissions,
or=containedtin~solid;orﬁliquidrwastes.i Air - emissions of PCE
(process plus fugitive) represent: from &5 to ' 75 percent of PCE
consumption; the remaining 25 to 35 percent of PCE is lost'
through PCE contained in wastes. Therefore, a: reasonably direct
relationship exists between PCE consumption and PCE emissions.
Weighing the amount of clothes cleaned would not give as accurate
an indication of the resulting-PCE'emissionsror how well the
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' require an excessive amount of recordkeeping. Although some dry
cleaning facilities may weigh each load of clothes cleaned and
keep records of these weights for their own reasons (e.g., to

To accurately track PCE consumption, each dry cleaning owner
Or operator is required to compute a 12-month average of PCE

dry~to-dry machine as having the potential to emit over 10 tons
Per year (tpy). The commenter referenced monitoring data to
illustrate that improperly maintaineq dry-to-dry machines that.
are*smaller,thanrlOOflb.havevthe»potential to emit: greater than
10 tpy of PCE. For this reason, the commenter Stressed that a
" machine’s size  cannot be correlated to reflect its actual PCE
emissions.. _

One commenter‘(IV-D-14) noted that the size of a dry
cleaning machipe‘is not the key determinant of. its PCE
consumption, and the reference to machine size in the last
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sentence of section 63.320(d) of the proposed NESHAP is not
necessary and should be deleted. .

Response: The low solvent consumption levels in the NESHAP
are based solely on the amount of PCE consumed at a facility and
have no relation whatsoever to the size of the dry cleaning
machine. Therefore, to avoid any confusion that may occur from
section 63.320(d) of the proposal regulation, which refers to
machine size, this provision was deleted in the final rule.

As discussed in the pPreceding comment, PCE emissions from a
dry cleaning machine are most directly related to PCE
consumption. Machine size is not an accurate predictor of PCE
consumption or emissions. v

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-13 and IV-D~15) requested
clear guidance on the EPA's interpretation of "botgntial to emit"
because it would impact the major source Oor area source
distinction for future section 112 standards. .

These commenters argued that a source's "poﬁential to emitn
should be based on actual historical emission data and not on
theoretically projected emissions assuming continuous operations.
One commenter (IV-D-13) urged the EPA to clarify that al1l
controls used to reduce emissions would be considered in
determining a source's "potential to emit."

Both commenters cited statutory language, the legislative
history of the Clean Air Act as amended, and recent court
decisionS»tozsupport;theﬂinterpretation that a source’'s-
"potential to emit" jis based on actual historical operating
conditions and after application of installed controls, .

First, the commenters quoted the definition of "major
source" from section 112(a) (1) of the Act to include sources.
"that emit or'has,thezpotential,tc,emit:consideringfcontrols."

Second, the=commentersAturnedato;therlegislative»historyl
and quoted from the Report of the Senate Committee on Environment
and Public Works on S. 1630 (1989) to further support their
interpretation that potential to emit should reflect actual
operating conditions of the particular source.
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Third, the commenters referred to recent decision by the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals, which found that the EPA could
not rely on assumedq continuous Operations in calculating
botential to emit,. ' The commenters summarized the Court decision
stating that, where possible, the EPA should consider actual
operating practices to form a realistic assessment of a source's
emissions [Wisconsin Electric Power Company v. Reilly, 893 F. 24
901 (7th Cir. 1890).] To further Substantiate their
interpretation, the commenters pointed out that in reaching a

Court had earlier reached the same conclusion about the EPA's
continuous emissions Presumption. The commenters added that,
when regulating a source of emissions, the EbA must make a
reasonable evaluation of the hours a typical source is likely to
Operate, taking into account industry Practices and physical

Proposal rule, the Preamble does not Clearly articulate that
position. In conclusion, the commenters urged the EpPa to follow
the clear direction of the Act as amended, the legislative
history, and case law, and base a source's "potential to emit" on
actual operating conditions after application of installed
controls..

Response: The aAct defines a major sources as one that emits
or has the potential to emit more than 10 tons of a HAP per year,
considering emission control. The commenters raised a number of
issues with this definition. These issues, however, are not

commenters, the-Society“of‘the~Plastiés Industry (IV-D-13) along
with the: Composite Fabricators and the Cultured Marble Institute
(IV-D-15), have no relationship withlthe dry cleaning industry




dry cleaning NESHAP, only in how interpretation of the Act would
affect future MACT standards that may be developed for their
industries. ' i '

The EPA believes that it would be unwise and inappropriate
to resolve these complex issues solely in the context of the PCE
dry cleaning NESHAP. Resolving these issues here in the dry
cleaning NESHAP and then applying the result to all other source
categories could create numerous unforeseen problems and impose a
number of inequities on other Sources for which NESHAP's are
developed in the future. '

Such issues are best considered and resolved in the context
of the General Provisions, which will apply to all NESHAP's. The
Genéral Provisions are currently under development and are
considering these issues as well as many other issues in light of
the broad range of sources for which NESHAP's will be developed.
The General Provisions will attempt to resolve these issues in a
manner that is reasonable and equitable with regard to all
sources. .

Consistent with the Act, the statutory definition of a major
source is included in the PCE dry cleaning NESHAP to distinguish
major sources from area soﬁrces. In light of the severe and
unreasonable impacts that would be imposed on the dry cleaning
industry by requiring each dry cleaner to perform a test to
determine if emissions exceed 10 tons per Year, the NESHAP uses
annual.PCE;consumption'(in gallons) 4s a. surrogate: for
determining sources that are likely to emit 10 tons per year or
more. .

2.9 EMISSION LIMITS AND PERFORMANCE TESTING

Comment: Six commenters stated that the NESHAP should
contain someatype~of2emiésion limitsaand,performanceltesting;
Three commenterS»(IV-D-24, IV-D-26, and Iv-D-27) believed there-
should be requirements for both refrigerated condensers and
carbon adsorbers. The other three~commenters,(IV-D-lO, Iv-p-22,
and IV-D-25) believed emission limits and performance standards
are needed only when using carbon adsorbers.
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Three commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-2s, IV-D-27) stated that the
NESHAP should include emission limitations ang performance
standards. one commenter (IV‘D—24).recommended that the NESHAP

equipment had been installed ang appeared to be working when, in
fact, it was not. This commenter stated that by using emissions
testing to identify this Problem, control effectiveness had
substantially increased followingrrelatively minor repairs (such -
as cleaning the prefilter).

reduction. This Commenter argued that the easiest, safest way to
control emissions and have a viable standard is to'establish and
enforce an emission limit through pPerformance testing. The

easilylbe.recouped by such”permit"or‘license-feesh

Three commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-22, IV-D-25) believed that
the NESHAP should include emission limitations and performance
standards for carbon adsorbers. One commenter (IV-D~10) thought
that specifying an emission limit for carbon adsorbers is
important,because~specifying,steam:strippingvconditions»alone;isA
not enough. The commenter stated as an example if a carbon

prefilter is,tampereduwith or it deteriorates, the carbon
adsorber can become contaminated by lint, and its removal
efficiency isg drastically reduced. The commenter pointed out
that the Proposed standards do not address these types of
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problems. This commenter also requested that the use of portable
halogenated organic emission detectors mentioned in the proposed
regulation should be further evaluated and required.

One commenter (IV-D-22) remarked that although a desorption
frequency requirement in a standard is an important means to
avoid breakthrough of the carbon adsorber, establishing an
unacceptable PCE outlet concentration, such as 100 ppm, should
- also be considered. This concentration level could indicate
problems with the carbon adsorber, such as reduced bed capacity
or improper steam stripping.

' Response: As discussed in the proposal bPreamble, the cost
of requiring an'owner or operator to undertake a full-fledged
performance test to demonstrate compliance with emission limits
based on the use of refrigerated condensers or existing carbon
adsorbers would be expensive ($3,000 to $5,000),_éspecially
comparéd to the cost of this.emission control equipment ($6,000
to $8,000). The additional cost of such a performance test,
therefore, would create a significant impact by almost doubling
the cost that the standard would impose.

The economic analysis conducted prior to proposal indicated
that many operators would likely experience difficulty in
obtaining capital to purchase emission control equipment. To
preclude unreasonable economic impacts, the NESHAD does not
require vent controls on existing sources with annual PCE 7
consumption of'less,thanf140vgallons Per yvear for sources with.
dry-to-dry machines or 200 gallons per Year for sources with
transfer machine systems. Imposing additional costs by requiring
a full-fledged performance test to determine compliance would add
significantly to the economic impact of the NESHAP and would
result in raising these low sSolvent consumption exXemption levels
for existing Sources. and- decrease the emission reductions
achieved by the NESHAP. Consequently, imposing such a
requirement on dry cleaning facilities was considered
unreasonable.

The concerns of the commenter regarding poor operation and
maintenance of equipment, however, are well founded. There is,
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will be a substantial sum of money in this equipment, properly
operating and maintaining it will provide some return in terms of
recovered PCE. This will result in lower PCE consumption and
reduce the dry cleaner's operating costs attributable to PCE
Purchases.

Beyond this economic incentive, however, the final NESHAP
requires the owner Or operator to follow the equipment
manufacturer's specifications regarding proper operation and
maintenance of equipment. In addition, the NESHAP requires the
owner or operator to maintain a log containing information on the
Proper operation and maintenance of - control devices.

-To help dry Cleaners determine that the control devices are
operating Properly, periodic monitoring is also required in the
. final NESHAP. 1f the control device used to achieve compliance
is a refrigerated condenser, the owner or operator is required to
measure the temperature on the outlet side of the refrigerated
condenser once per week. For refrigerated‘condensers used with
transfer System dryers or reclaimers, or dry;to-dry machines, the
temperature of the exhaust gas-vapor strean must be measured.

For refrigerated condensers used with transfer systen washers,
the difference in temperature between the inlet

‘ perchloroethylene-air gas-vapor stream andg the-exhaust’gas:stream
must be measured. Measurements must be taken once per week at
the end of the cool-down cycle pPrior to door opening. Records of
the date and this temperature measurement must be kept in a log
maintained on site.

If the controlvdevice:used:to5achievezcompliance>iSTan‘
existing’carbon‘adsorber, the owner or operator is required to




desorption, and the date and PCE concentrations measured using
‘colorimetric detector tubes.

Finally, the NESHAP requires that copies of the equipment
manufacturer's specifiqgtions'be'retained on site. All of the
above requirements will ensure proper operation and maintenance
. of equipment and will also ensure this equipment achieves the
emiésion control performance it is capable of achieving.

One commenter suggested that a State enforcement agency
could purchase an instrument to measure the emissions (such as a
portable phofoionization instrument, which the commenter
estimated would cost about $5,000) and undertake a performance
test on behalf of the dry cleaner. The costs would be recovered
through a permit fee imposed on the dry cleaner. Presumably, the’
State would not attempt to make a profit from this service, but
would recover the full costs of this service from the permit fee.
Also, presumably the State would employ professionally trained
personnel to undertake this test as well as impose the same
quality assurance or quality control procedures as a reputable
emission testing contractor employs to ensure the results of the
testing are accurate. ' :

In such a situation, the only difference in costs to the dry
cleaning facility, whether the State performed the testing or a
contractor performed the testing, would be the profit factored
into the: contractor's.service. Although this might lower the
costs of testing by some degree, the cost imposed on the dry
cleaner would still be substantial and, in the Administrator's
. judgment, unreasonable. On the other hand, if a State wishes to
require performance testing the NESHAP does not preclude this
approach:

2.10 SELECTION.OF EQUIPMENT AND WORK PRACTICE. SPECIFICATIONS
.2.10.1 Opé;ator Training Course

Comment: Four commenters. (IV-D-10, IV-D-25, IV-D-27,
IV-D-28) stated that there ie a need to specify and require dry
cleaning operator training and certification. One commenter
(inD-lo) pointed out thatAmany dry cleaning facility operators
are not properly trained to operate and maintain control
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equipment, often resulting in excessive process and fugitive PCE
emissions. ' :

One commenter (IV-D-28) remarked that several States have
found that, even with adequate control devices, many dry cleaners
are still out of compliance with their regulations because of
poor work practice procedures. This commenter suggested that an
operator training course be developed by the EPA and then
implemented through the State permit programs. This commgnﬁer
added that the State permit fees collected under Title V could be
used to help subsidize the cost of the operator training or
certification. This commenter believed that such a training
program would significantly improve work practice procedures.

One commenter (IV-D-27) noted that to reduce PCE emissions
attributable to leaks from dry cleaning equipment due to improper
maintenance and repair, the proposed NESHAP requirements for |
self-inspection and good housekeeping procedures might have a
chance of success if certification or a training program were
started to upgrade the performance level and knowledge of both
.plant owner or operator and repair mechanics. The commenter
suggested that a training or certification program be conducted
through the various existing dry cleaner associations at minimal
costs to the participants.

The commenter argued that unless the operator is
periodically tested. to.maintain certification, there is a good
chance that equipment will not be properly maintained. As an
illustration, the commenter cited the case of a no-vent
refrigeréted condenser controlled dry-to-dry machine where
exhaust levels at the loading door exceeded 800 ppm, and the
refrigeratedfcondenser'was;found»to:be:not;operating:properly,

Another commenter (IV-D-25) suggested. that vendors of dry
cleaning equipment could be required to train dry cleaners in
their correct operation. This commenter added that multi-lingual
instruction should be provided where necessary. The commenter
recommended that new equipment could be sold with service
cdntracts'to énsure:that,machines.are'properly’maintainedr
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Respdnse: Operator training is provided by vendors and
distributors. All provide training manuals with their equipment.
In addition, all of the distributors provide some type of on-site
operator training and are in close contact with owners during the
~first weeks after installation of their equipment; Some also |
offer follow-up or "refresher" training courses, and all provide
telephone numbers for owners to contact them with questions or
problems. Operator training, therefore, is.already provided by
both vendors and distributors of dry cleaning equipment, and it
would be 1nappropriate and unnecessary to require additional
"training. '

Once an owner or operator has been trained in the proper
operation of the dry cleaning equipment, it is in his or her best
ihterest to train the employees and ensure they are also
operating the equipment properly. Proper operation has an
immediate payback in terms of the cost savings gained through
solvent recovery.

2.10.2 Enforceability

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-22, IV-D-28) questioned the
wording of section 63.322(h) of the proposal, which gave
requirements for the period of time in which repair parts needed
to be-installed after their receipt. One commenter (IV-D-28)
stated that section 63.322(h) of the proposal NESHAP would be
difficult,to.enforce;becauseﬂof:theuwordingu"within a- reasonable
period of time after receipt." This commenter suggested that it
would be helpful to the agency responsible for enforcement and to
the dry cleaner if the regulation specified what is expected for
a reasonable. amount of time. This commenter recommended that the.
section: be written to specify a. specific time allowed for
repairs..

The other commenter (IV-D-22) stated that section 63.322(h)
requires the immediate repair of a leak, the purchase of repair
parts within 3 wbrking days, and the installation of repair parts
within a reasonable period of time. If the EPA believes the
facility should be allowed to operate while fepair equipment is
on order, the commenter suggested that a "delay of repair®
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provision be included along with appropriate recordkeeping and
possibly reporting of the "delay of repalr."

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that the NESHAP
needs to be specific and not ‘ambiguous. In addition, adding
specific time periods into. the regulation will make it easier for
dry cleaning‘owners or operators to achieve compliance with the
standards as well as for States and the EPA to enforce the
sténdards. For these reasons, the phrase in section 63.322(h)-.of
the proposal NESHAP, which reads "within a reasonable period of
time after receipt,"™ has been changed in the final rule to read.
"within 5 working days after receipt." This amount of time
should be sufficient for a dry cleaning owner or operator to
install a replacement part that has arrived for the machine.

During development of the standard, consideration.was given
to a requirement that a dry cleaning machine be completely shut
down until repairs are completed. However, this approach was
rejected in favor of specifying a limited period of time in which
repairs must be made. Emissions from individual, specific leaks
are likely to be small. In comparison, the lost revenues of not
permitting the dry cleaner to clean clothes in the interim until
the repair is made would be large, and is considered
unreasonable.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) expressed concern that
section 63.322(1i) of the proposal requlation. would be- difficult
‘to’ enforce because of the wording "which are impervious to the
solvent and chemical reaction of the perchloroethylene." The
commenter suggested that the regulation specify which materials
are impervious tc' the solvent and chemical reaction of PCE so
that both the: enforcer and the dry- cleaner know what is
acceptable. The' commenter- also recommended changing  the phrase
"tightly sealed containers" to "containers that allow no vapor
loss," because it would be easier to. enforce.

Response: As the commenter pointed out, it is important to
clarify the requirements of the proposal regulation so that it
will be easier to enforce.. It is also 1mportant to clarlfy the
requirements of the- regulatlon so that it will be easier for dry
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cleaning owners and operators to understand. The commenter
suggested including a list in the regulation of all of the
materials that are impervious to the solvent and chemical
reaction of perchloroethylene; however, such a list would be
cumbersome and might be overly restrictive. Instead, the phrase
that reads "which are impervibuS‘to the solvent and chemical
reaction of perchloroethylene" has been changed in the final rule
to read as follows: :

All perchloroethylene and wastes that contain

perchloroethylene shall be stored in solvent tanks or

solvent containers with no perceptible leaks.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) noted that
section 63.322(j).of;the proposal regulation, which gave
requirements for the period of time that the door of the dry
cleaning machine remains open, would be hard to enforce because
of the wording: "minimize the time the door of the dry cleaning
machine remains open." The commenter recommended rewording this
provision to be more specific: "the door shall be shut
immediately after transferring clothes and shall remain closed at
all other times."

Response: The EPA‘égrees that this proQision as proposed
would be difficult to enforce. Therefore, as.the commenter
suggested, the wording of the reqgulation which reads, "minimize
the time the door- of the dry cleaning machine remains open is
being changed in the final rule to read as follows:

The door of each dry cleaning machine shall be closed,

immediately after transferrlng articles to or from the

machine, and shall remain closed at all other times.

Comment:: One:commenter (IV-D-28) noted  that
section 63.322(k) of the proposal requlation would be hard to
enforce because. of the wording "clean lint traps frequently."

The commenter stated. that the word "frequently" should be
replaced with a more specific time. The commenter suggested that
 the regulation should specify that the owner or operator shall be
in compliance with the manufacturers' spécifications regarding
the cleaning: of lint traps. ‘
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Response: In an effort to make the final rule more
effective and easier to follow, the EPA is combining several of
the equipment operating requirements previously listed in
section 63. 322 of the proposal regulation into a 51ngle
requirement: ‘ . C s

Each dry cleaning system shall be operated and maintained

according to the manufacturer's specifications and

recommendations.

This requirement would also apply to the operation and 7
maintenance of the refrigerated condensers and carbon adsorbers
because they are listed as part of the ancillary eqﬁipment of the
dry cleaning system. By doing this, the list of individual
réquirements given in the regulation will be greatly reduced.
Further, the requirement given in section 63.322(k) of the
proposal specifying how frequently lint traps must be cleaned is
no longer needed because the frequency of this activity will be
determined by the manufacturer s speciflcatlons and
recommendations.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) stated that the EPA's
definition of no "perceptible leaks" needs to be tightened. This
commenter thought that a visual inspection is not sufficient to
detect leaking components. The commenter requested that the EPA
require the use of monitoring devices for periodic emissions
testing-..

Response: Leaks can be detected by visual, olfactory,
tactile, or monitoring instrument methods. Due to the high cost
associated with monitoring equipment, the EPA feels that it is
unreasonable to require the use of monitoring instruments to
detect leaks..

2.10.3 cCarbon Adsorber  Requirements:

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-14, IV-D-22)
questioned the desorption requlrements given in the proposed
regulation.

~ One commenter (IV-D=10) agreed with the desorption pressure
specifications for carbon adsorbers required in
" section 63.322(c){1) and (2) of the proposal NESHAP, if the
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carbon adsorbers are full size. However, this commenter believed
that smaller carbon adsorbers could be steam stripped at a lower
pressure such as 5 pounds per square inch (psi) instead of the
requlred 170 kilopascals (Kpa) (or 25 psi).

The second commenter (IV-D-14) noted that the steam pressure
proposed in section 63.322(c) (2) of the proposal is approximately
double the pressure recommended by current manufacturers of
carbon adsorbers. The commenter argued that this broposed '
pressure level is not appropriate and may exceed certification
levels for the adsorber as a pressure vessel. The commenter
further argued that this proposed level would produce twice the
amount of separator water, which would need to be sent to POTW's,
than 'is generated if operating at a pressure of 85 Kpa.

The third commenter (IV-D-22) questioned whether the
desorption frequency given in section 63.322(c) (1) of the
proposal applies only to carbon adsorbers on dry-to-dry machines
but not to carbon adsorbers on transfer machines. The commenter
" added that the basis for the given desorption frequency is not
.clearly defined in the background documents. This commenter
stated that the basis for the desorption frequency appears in
EPA-340/1-80-007.

This commenter suggested that any desorption frequency
standards be stated as an equation or mathematical expression,
such. as: ther maximum' number of dryer cycles (N) before. desorption
should equal the weight of adsorber carbon, in pounds (W), times
3.3 and divided by the dryer capacity, in pounds (C), or
N = 3.3 w/C.

Response: In the final rule, new and uncontrolled dry
cleaning machines will be required to install refrigerated
condensers. Therefore, only existing dry cleaning machines with
existing carbon adsorbers will be allowed to use carbon adsorbers
to meet the requirements. of the final rule.

The EPA agrees with the commenter that exceeding
certification levels for an existing carbon adsorber as a
pressure vessel is not desired and the regulation does not
intend for the dry cleaner to operate an existing carbon adsorber
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in such a manner. In drafting the carbon adsorber operational
requirements that appeared in the proposal, information at that
time indicated that one basic size and type of carbon adsorber
was being used by dry cleaning owners and operators to control
PCE emissions.. The operating requirements given in the proposal
‘were appropriate for operating this specific type of carbon
adsorber. However, since that time, it has become apparent that
other types of carbon adsorbers have been sold for use on dry
cleaning machines. Some of these carbon adsorbers have their own
specific operational requirements so that the requirements set
out in the proposal may not be applicable. Operation manuals,
operational specifications, and desorption schedules are provided
by the manufacturer or vendor which specify the appropriate
"desorption steam pressure requirements for opefatinq an
individual carbon adsorber. Because this information is readily
available, the owner or operator of an existing carbon adsorber
must obtain and follow these'specifications in operating the
carbon adsorber. : '

The final NESHAP deletes all specific operational
requirements and instead requires that each existing carbon
adsorber be operated and maintained acc¢ording to the '
manufacturer's specifications and recommendations. In addition,
the dry cleaner must measure and record the concentration of PCE
in the exhaust from an existing carbon. absorber on a.weekly
basis. This information will aid the dry cleaner in determining
if breakthrough has occurred. The manufacturer's specifications
as well as the log containing PCE concentration measurements must
be retained on site for 5 years. '

Comment: One.commenter (IV-D-10) suggested that-
specifications»be‘ihcluded'in;therregulationxregarding proper
maintenance of carbon adsorber prefilters. The commenter
explained that if' this prefilter is not properly maintained, and
the polyurethane foam filter type is replaced with an inferior
filter media, then the adsorption efficiency of the carbon
adsorber would be adverseiy_affected by lint accumulation.
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Response: Asydiscussed above, manufacturers and vendors
provide specifications for effective operation of existing carbon
adsorbers, including requirements for proper maintenance of
carbon adsorber prefilters. For this reason, the final NESHAP
requires that each dry cleaning system including ancillary
equipment shall be operated and maintained according to the
manufacturers' specifications and recommendations.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) thought that, in ‘some
-cases, the interval required in section 63.322(c) of the proposal
regulation for desorbing a.carbon adsorber could be too long, and
.the carbon bed, therefore, could become saturated before
desorption occurs. ‘ R

The commenter noted that this situation could occur from
either greater than normal amounts of PCE vapor flbwing to the
adsorber during the drying cycle or from reduction of adsorber
capacity with age. The commenter suggested that an optimal
desorption interval be determined based on individual adsorber
performance for a given machine.

The commenter recommended that the first desorption after a
permit is granted could use the 3 kilogram (kg) clothes per kg of
carbon guidance as outlined in the proposed regulation. However,
if this desorption frequency returns more PCE than 90 percent of
the rated PCE capacity of the adsorber, the commenter suggested
'that the dry cleaner desorb more frequently until a desorption
return is reached that is less than 90 percent of the rated
capacity of the adsorber. _

The commenter explained that the period between this optimal
desorption frequency could then be correlated with the amount of
clothes: cleaned.. In this:way, the. dry cleaner could: adhere: to
the desorption schedule by monitoring the amount of clothes
cleaned. The commenter also suggested that a periodiec test
should be: conducted to-confirm that the selected desorption
interval is still appropriate. The commenter suggested amending
the recordkeeping requirement in section 63.325(a) (3) of the
proposal to require that a record be made of the amount of PCE
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returned from each desorption so that adherence to the optimal
desorption schedule can be verified.

Response: As stated elsewhere, only existing dry cleaning
machines with exis#ing carbon adsorbers will be allowed to use
carbon adsorbers to meet the requirements of the final NESHAP.

To control PCE emissions, existing carbon adsorbers must be
properly operated, particularly in terms of desorption frequency.-
By following the manufacturers' specifications and
recommendations for a dry cleaning system and ancillary
equipment, the dry cleaner owner or operator should be able to
operate the existing carbon adsorber effectively. Because there
are several different types of carbon adsorbers being used to
control PCE emissions from dry cleaning machines and each one has
its own specific operational characteristics, the final NESHAD
requires that each existing carbon adsorber shall be operated and
maintained acéording to the manufacturer's specifications and
recommendations. In addition, the dry cleaner must measure and
record the concentration of PCE in the exhaust from the carbon
absorber on a weekly basis. This information would aid the dry
cleaner in determining if breakthrough has occurred and the
carbon adsorber needs to be desorbed.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) requested that the
regulation specify that all exhaust from the washer, the dryer,
the: filter and purification. system, the holding tanks, and.the
attendant piping and valves must be routed through the carbon
adsorber or a solvent reclamation tank.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that the term
"entire exhaust," which is required to be routed through a carbon
- adsorber, reffigerated:condenser,;or<equallyfeffective'control
device, in section 63.322(b) of the proposal may be confusing.
The term "entire exhaust" has been deleted from the NESHAP. The
emissions from ancillary equipment are considered "equipment
leaks" which are addressed elsewhere in the final regulation.
2.10.4 Refrigerated Condenser Requirements ' ,

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-12) requested a clarification
in section E of the preamble that reads, "these operating
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specifications include maintaining the temperature of the outlet
side of the refrigerated condenser at less than or equal to

4.4 OC (40 OF)." The commenter stated that the word
"maintaining" does not describe the actual refrigerated condenser
air temperature cycle. ‘

The commenter thought that the preamble description needed
to be restated to include an outlet temperature level of 40 ©OF at
the end of the drying or cool down cycle. The commenter stressed
that the 95 percent efficiency for dry-to-dry vented machines
depends upon maintaining the refrigerated condenser outlet |
temperature below 40 OF at the end of the drying or cool down
cycle. The commenter attached a report with test data to support
this claim. ) ‘

Another commenter (IV-D-14) recommended that the beginning
of section 63.322(d) (1) of the proposal be revised to read:

(1) No exhaust gases shall be vented to the atmosphere

.or the door opened on a refrigerated machine until the

air-vapor stream temperature. . . .

The commenter stated that the proposed wording could have been
read literally to prevent the drying cycle on a dry-to-dry
refrigerated machine from ever beginning because gases could not
be "circulating through a ventless machine” until the proper
temperature was reached. The commenter's suggested wording would
prevent the. door from being opened.on.a dry-to-dry refrigerated
machine until the proper temperature is reached.

Response: The EPA agrees that the word "maintaining," which
was used in the proposal preamble, could be misintérpreted to
inaccurately describe the actual refrigerated condenser air-vapor
stream temperature.cycle.. In addition, the EPA agrees that
section 63.322(d) (2) as proposed would have prevented air from
circulating through a dry-to-dry machine when the air-vapor
stream temperature was not cooled sufficiently. This was not the
intent of the regulation. Therefore, the final regqulation
requires the owner or operator to.measure the temperature on the
outlet side of the refrigerated condenser. For refrigerated
condensers used with transfer machine’system>washers, the

2-81




temperéture difference between the inlet and outlet
air-perchloroethylene gas—~vapor stream must be measured. For _
refrigerated condensers used with transfer machine system dryers
or reclaimers, or dry-to-dty machines, the temperature of the
exhaust gas stream must be measured. Measurements should be
‘taken before the door on the dry cleaning machine is opened. The
temperature shall be less than or equal to 7.2 OC (45 ©F).

The temperature requirement of 4.4 ©C (40 OF) included'in
the proposed NESHAP was an error. This requirement was intended
to be 7.2 ©C (45 OF). cConsequently, the temperature requirement
is 7.2 ©C (45 ©9F) in the final rule. The measured temperature
must be recorded on a weekly ba51s in a log to be maintained on
site for five years.

In addition, the final NESHAP contains two other
requirements for ensuring the proper operation of refrigerated
condensers. The first requirement is that the dry cleaning
system (including ancillary eqﬁipment‘suchvas the refrigerated
condenser) shall be operated and maintained according to the
.manufacturer's specifications and recommendations. The second
requirement is.-that there shall be no venting of the
air-perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream to the atmosphere during
any time the dry cleaning machine drum is rotating.. These three
requirements help ensure that the dry cleaning machine and the
refrigerated condenser: are being operated so as. to minimize PCE"
emissions. ‘ :

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-12) objected to the wording of
section 63. 322(a) of the proposal. This commenter submitted a
sketch of a dry-to-dry machine retrofitted with a refrigerated
vapor: condenser to illustrate that-an air tight diverter valve
must be mounted externally between the refrlgerated condenser and-
the dry-to-dry machine.

The commenter. explalned that during the drying or cool down
portion of the machine cycle, the diverter valve is sealed to the
atmosphere, directing PCE-laden vapor to the refrigerated
condenser. The commenter explained that when the drying cycle is
completed and the vented. dry-to-dry-door is opened, the diverter
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valve damper automatically opens to the atmosphere and, at the
same instant, seals off the vapor condenser freezing coil. This
event allows the air to flow from the room into the dry cleaning
machine over the cleaned clothes and directly into the
atmosphere.

The commenter stated that if warmer, unsaturated room air is
exhausted through the refrigerated condenser as allowed in the
proposed rule, the air flow would pass over the frozen PCE/water
laden coils of the refrigerated condenser and would result in
uncontrolled PCE emissions. . ,

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that drawing
unsaturated room air over the coils of a refrigerated condenser
would lower the control efficiency of the refrigerated condenser.
For this reason, the final rule requires that a diverter valve be
installed and operated on each dry-to-dry machine, transfer
dryer, or reclaimer that draws room air into the machine when the
door is opened. As the commenter pointed out, the diverter valve
prevents room air from being drawn over the refrigerated
condenser coils. Refrigerated condensers installed on transfer
system' washers, however, are configured to be single pass rather
than multiple pass. In this instaﬁce, room air is drawn in
through the machine door and routed directly over the
refrigerated coil and vented out. The use of a diverter valve
could not. be used with this;equipment configuration. Therefore,
use of a diverter valve is not required on transfer machine
system washers.

2.10.5 Purchase Orders

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) reported that dry
cleaners, particularly smaller dry cleaners,. frequently do. not.
use written purchase orders when ordering replacement parts. The
commenter noted that, instead, they typically telephone an order
to their distributors. For this reason, the commenter
recommended that written purchase orders not be required in the
repair provisions of section 63.322(h) or the recordkeeping
provisions of section 63{325(a)(2) of the proposal. The
commenter suggested that the word "purchase" be deleted from
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sections 63.322(h) and 63.325(a) and the words "verbal or
written" be inserted in section 63.322(h) of the proposal.

Response: The EPA agrees with commenter that the owner or
operator of a dry cleaning facility may not always use written
purchase orderé when obtaining replacement parts for a dry
cleaning machine. For this reason, it would be inappropriate to
require that dry cleaning ownérs or operators always use written
purchase orders. The commenter noted that dry cleaning owners or
operators typically telephone in orders for parts to their
distributors. The EPA agrees that, if this is the case, a
written record of their telephone conversation would suffice
instead of a purchase order. The wording of this provision has
been revised as follows in the final NESHAP:

If repair parts must be ordered, either a written or

verbal order for those parts shall be initiated within
2 working days of detecting such a leak.

2.10.6 Saturated Lint and cartridge Filter

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) recommended that
"saturated lint from the lint basket" be deleted from
section 63.322(g) (10) of the proposal because it is not a
component of a dry cleaning machine.

Response: The EPA agfees with the commenter that the
saturated lint from the lint basket is not a component of a dry
cleaning- machine. Therefore, this item has been deleted from the:
' list of dry cleaning system components that must be. inspected for
perceptible leaks.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) éuggested that
section 63.322(qg) (11) of the proposal be revised to read
"cartridge. filter housings® because-a cartridge filter  is not. a
component of a dry cleaning machine..

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that the
cartridge filter housing is the component of the dry cleaning
machine that could be a potential source of leaks rather than the
cartridge filter. For this reason, the component listed in
section 63.322(g) (11) of the préposél has been changed to
cartridge filter housings in the final NESHAP.
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2.10.7 Comgliance Timetable
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-25) requested that the EPA

accelerate the compliance timetable to 18 months for all sources.
The commenter cited a trade association as saying they can comply
more quickly. The commenter added that a year ago, the EPA had
stated that dry cleaners .would be given 18 months to comply
because vendors had reported that they could supply the necessary
" equipment within 1 year.

Response: As the commenter pointed out, at proposal vendors
did say that they could supply the necessary control equipment
within 1 Yyear. Since proposal, however, the low solvent
consumption exemption levels have been lowered to include a
greater number of dry cleaning facilities that must comply with
the final rule. In addition, all new and existing uncontrolled
dry cleaning machines are required to install refrigerated
condensers, rather than given the option of refrigerated -
condensers or carbon adsorbers. Based on the increased demand
anticipated for refrigerated condensers, vendors may no longer be
able to supply. control devices to all facilities requesting them
within 18 months. For this reason, the compliance date for all
existing facilities has been shifted to 36 months.

2.11 TEST METHODS AND MONITORING

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) stated that
sectionw63.322(f) of the proposal NESHAP should be more. specific
by specifying that the owner or operator shall be in compliance
with the manufacturer's specifications regarding how frequently
to drain or dispose of cartridge filters.

Response: The EPA believes that 24 hours is a reasonable
time to:require: for draining. cartridge. filters.. For this.reason,
the proposed draining. time has been retained in the final rule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) noted that section 63.324
of the proposal does not specify at what reading a portable
hélogenated-hydrocarbon detector triggers compliance. The
commenter recommended that the NESHAP specify a specific
concentration increment above the background level that would
represent a significant leak. The commenter further suggested
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that section 63.322 of the proposal require dry cleaners to use a
portable detector at some specific time frequency (such as every
3 months or every 6 months) to detect those leaks that are not
visually apparent. _

Responsé: Leaks on dry cleaning machines can be detected
through-visual or olfactory inspection. The use of a portable
halogenated detector is not required and, therefore, there is no
reason to establish a specific leak detection level or a
frequency requirement.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) urged that the definiﬁion
of perceptible leak be revised to specifically state that use of
a halogenated hydrocarbon detecto: is permitted but not required.
The commenter thought that the definition of perceptible leak '
read together with the inspection and repair réquirements in
paragraphs (g) and (h) of section 63.322 of the proposal seemed
to nullify the option of inspecting leaks either visually or with
a detector.

Response: Visual and olfactory detection are very effective
for locating leaks, therefore, the use of a halogenated
hydrocarbon detector was not required in the proposal. Thus,
reference to a halogenated hydrocarbon detector in the definition
of perceptible leak has been deleted.

2.12 WORDING OF THE REGULATION
2.12.1 References to Other Subparts.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) stated that
section 63.322(1) of the proposal regulation refers to
63.9(b) (2) (vi), which is located in Subpart A. The commenter
suggested that this section be reworded to read "63.9(b) (2) (vi)
of Subpart:A"ﬁtozmakéfit,clearer that this: section: is. not located
in Subpart M. The commenter suggested the same rewording be-
added in section 63.325(c) of the proposal regulation to clarify
that 63.9(h). is found in Subpart A.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that
referencing section numbers that are found in other subparts
without mentioning that these sections are found in other
subparts may be confusing, especially for dry cleaning owners or
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operators that may not be familiar with the organization of the
Code of Federal Regulations. For this reason, every time a
citation from énother sﬁbpart is given, the NESHAP now notes what .
Ssubpart contains that citation.

2.12.2 clarifications

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-28) pointed out that
section 63.325(d) (2) of the proposal, which refers to 830 liters
per year (200 gallons per year) perchloroethylene“ should read
(220 gallons per year) perchloroethylene.

Response: - The conversion from liters to gallons should have
read 220 gallons per year.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-14, IV-D-28) noted that
section 63.325(c) in the proposal, which refers to "the
compliance dates given in section 63. 322(c)" should read "the
compliance dates given in section 63. 322(e).

Response: The citation to compliance dates has been
corrected in the final NESHAP.

2.12.3 Eggllsh Units

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-14) requested that
English units,.which are more familiar to dry cleaners, be
included in the NESHAP for units of pressure and air flow. One
commenter (IV-D-lO) noted that 170 Kpa equals approx1mately
25 pounds per square inch (psi) and the air flow capacity of
0.3 cubic meters. per second equals approximately 630 cubic feet
per minute (cfﬁ). '

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that owners and
operators of dry cleaning facilities would be more familiar with
English units than with metric units because these are the common
types of measurements that dry cleaners use. Because it is
important that the NESHAP be understandable and. easy to read for
dry cleaner owners or operators, both English and metrlc units
have:- been included.

Comment: One commenter.(IV-D-lz) questioned the English

conversion of 0.3 cubic meters per second (m3/sec) (0.1 cubic
foot per second [ft3/Secs]) ai: flow through the carbon adsorber.




Response: The English conversion for an air flow of
0.3 m3/sec through the carbon adsorber should be 10 ft3/sec.
2.12.4 Definitions

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) recommended several
changes be made 1n the definition section of the NESHAP. The
commenter suggested the following revised definitions to five
terms to remove any implication that'filte; elements can be
regenerated:

Cartrldge filter means a discrete solvent fllter unit,

inserted in a multi-unit housing, which must be replaced
periodically. .

Muck cooker means a device for heating diatomaceous
earth filter material to drive off perchloroethylene
vapors for reclaiming.

Stills are defined as devices used to volatilize and
recover perchloroethylene from contaminated solvent.

Wet waste material means the filter muck from a

diatomaceous earth filter or the residue from a still.
The commenter suggested replacing the definition for "regenerable
filter material" with the following:

Filter muck means the residue from a filter using loose

diatomaceous earth which must be replaced periodically.

Response: 1In general, the EPA agrees with the commenter's
suggested changes to the definitions and has incorporated them
into the final -NESHAP, except for the reference to "multi-unit
housing" in the.recommended definition of cartridge filter.
Because some dry cleaners may not place their cartridge filter in
a "multi-unit housing," this portion of the recommended
definition. has not been incorporated into. the: final NESHAP-.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14). suggested inserting the
word "system" after the word "transfer machine" in the definition
of dry cleaning szstem to make the use of the phrase "transfer
machine system" consistent throughout the NESHAP.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that it would
be clearer if the phrase transfer machine system is.uséd
throughout the NESHAP to- describe both the transfer washer and

2-88




the transfer dryer. For this reason, the word "system" has been
inserted after the word "transfer machine" in the definition of
dry cleaning system to make the use of the phrase "transfer
machine system" consistent throughout the final NESHAP.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-22) requested that the word
"existing" be defined to clarify which equipment is affected.

The commenter noted that this term is used in paragraphs (b)l
and (c) of section 63.320 and paragraphs (b)(2) and (e) of
section 63.322 of the proposal NESHAP.

Response: The term "existing" means any dry cleaning
machine that was built prior to the date of proposal. To clarify
the meaning of this term, a specific definition for "existing"
has been included in the definition secfion of the final NESHAP.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-22) requested that definitions
be given in the NESHAP to distinguish between three terms used in
section 63.322 of the proposal: "ventless machine," "vented
machine," and "no-vent machine."

Response: Although different descriptions (ventless}
vented, and no-vent) may have -been used to describe the types of
dry-to-dry machines in the proposed NESHAP, these descriptions
are not necessary. Because requirements set out in the NESHAP
are the same for all dry—td-dry machines regardless of whether
they are vented or not, there is no need to differentiate between
these terms. There are no common definitions of these terms
' throughout the dry cleaning industry. They mean something
slightly different to different dry cleaners. Therefore, using
the terms in the rule would be confusing to dry cleaners. For
this reason, all mention of these terms was deleted from the
final NESHAP.

2.12.5  Applicability

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) suggested revising
section 63.320(a) of the proposal to delete "dry cleaning 7
dryers," because dryers are a part of a transfer machine systen,
and to replace the word “"facilities" with the word "plants."

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that it is
redundant to include the phrase "dry cleaning dryers" in
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section 63.320(a) of the proposal because a transfer machine
system as defined in section 63.321 includes both a transfer
washer and a transfer dryer. Therefore, the phrase "dry cleaning
dryers" has been deleted from section 63.320 in the final NESHAP.

The term "facility" was selected over the term "plant" in
drafting the NESHAP because the word "plant" connotes a larger,
industrial sized dry cleaning establishment. Because the
‘majority of dry cleaning establishments are small, family
operated businesses, it is more appropriate to call them
facilities. |
2.12.6 Standards

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) suggested that the word
"liquid" be inserted in front of the word "perchloroethylene”
each time it appears in paragraphs (i) and (k) of section 63.322
of the proposal. The commenter believed that this addition would
make the storage and'lint-cleaning requirements more precise by
specifying that liquid PCE and waste containing liquid PCE are to
be stored in tightly sealed containers. The commenter observed
that, otherwise, dry lint containing only trace elements of PCE
' would also have to be so stored, which would be unnecessary and
burdensome. ‘

Response: Disposal of hazardous wastes must be conducted in
accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) .. If the total wastes generated during the dry cleaning
process, including lint and filter muck, contain PCE in a
sufficient quantity to qualify as a hazardous waste under RCRA,
then that waste must be stored in a container that does not leak.
Because the requirements of section 63.322 apply to liquid PCE
wastes:as well as to-solid waste containing. PCE; it is not
appropriate to incorporate the commenter's suggestion into the
final NESHAP.

2.13 . EQUIVALENCY"

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-26, IV-D-30)
expressed concern that States were not delegated authority in the
proposal to implementzand'enforée'equivalent or more protective
State requirements. One commenter (IV-D-24) stated that the EPA
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should recognize that éz States currently regulate PCE emissions
from dry cleaning facilities and that these facilities will be
required, at a minimum, to comply with these State regulations
even after a NESHAP for PCE 'is promulgated. Two commenters
(IV-D-24, IV-D-30) emphasized that States must retain the right
to. take appropriate actions to implement effective emission
control strategies to protect public health within their

" jurisdictions.

All of these commenters strongly opposed section 63.326 of
the proposal that limits the authority for approving alternative
control equipment and procedures proposed by individual dry
cleaning sources to the EPA alone. One commenter (IV-D-24)
believed that the EPA's retention of this delegation of authority
would also. negatively impact the operating permit process.

One commenter (IV-D-30) insisted that States be allowed to
enforce a State standard that is different from the Federal
standard if it is of equivalent or greater stringency. This
commenter cited section 112(1l) (1) of the amended Act, which
allows the EPA to approve a State program that provides for
"partial or complete" delegation of the Administrator's
authority. This commenter also cited section 112(4d) (7) which
reads:

No emission standard or other requirement promulgated
under this section shall be interpreted, construed., or

applied to diminjish or replace the requirements of a

more stringent emission limitation or other applicable
requirement established pursuant to . . . this Act or a

standard issued under State authoritv. (emphasis added

by commenter)

This commenter argqued that if a State were.not allowed to
implement its own standard instead of the EPA's (and both
standards had.to be implemented simultaneously), then two
significant. problems would occur: (1) it may be: physically
impossible for sources to comply with both' standards; and (2) it
likely would increase the administrative and financial burden on
sources and requlatory agencies, with no additional public health
benefit. The commenter mentioned that dual regulation could:
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result in undue financial and administrative burdens on small
businesses. The commenter added that if a source is forced to
comply with two sets of incompatible requirements, the source may-.
not be able to operate at all in a particular State.

The commenter specifically suggested adding a new section to
the proposed NESHAP. This commenter explained that this new
section would explicitly allow a State to seek approval to
implement and enforce 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart M by implemeﬁting
and enforcing an alternative emission standard édopted by the
State. The commenter explained that to receive approval from the
Administrator, a State would have to demonstrate that the
alternative emission standard would provide the same public
health benefit as, or a greater benefit than, the standard
promulgated pursuant to section 112(d) of the Act. The commenter
added that the demonstration should include an analysis of the
overall emission and risk reductions associated with each
standard, specific to sources in the State.

The commenter also suggested modifying the first sentence in
section 63.323(a) of the proposal to read:

Upon written application from any person or State, the

Administrator may approve the individual or Statewide

use of equipment or procedures that have been

demonstrated to his satisfaction to be equivalent in

terms of reducing perchloroethylene emissions to the

atmosphere, to those prescribed for compliance within a.

specified paragraph of this subpart.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that States
should be allowed to implement effective emission strategies to
protect public health within their jﬁrisdictions. In some cases,
States may feel it' is necessary to.implement.morerprotective;air"
pollution control measures than those adopted in national
standards to control local problems. .

In addition, the EPA also agrees with the commenters that if
different types of specific controls were required by the dry
cleaning NESHAP and a State's standard, then it might be
physically impossible to comply with both standards. For this
reason, the NESHAP includes. provisions for determining
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equivalency that allow sources to use any means of controlling
emissions that result in an equal or greater level of emissions
reduction as that'achieved through the use of the controls
required in the NESHAP. These provisions will permit sources to
achieve compliance with both State standards and the NESHAP. In
fact, this type of approach fosters advances in control
technology development and source reduction and other pollution
prevention alternatives as a means for acﬁieving compliance.

‘ Finally, the EPA also agrees with the commenters that
provisions limiting the authority to the EPA alone for making
judgments regarding the equivalency of different equipment to
control PCE emissions with the same or better performance than
the control equipment required by the NESHAP is not warranted
because section'llz(l) of the Act would allow a State to request
approval of a State's program that permits a source to seek
permission to use an alterative means of emission limitation
under section 112(h) (3), provided that the State demonstrated
that is program would be no less stringent and that certain
conditions were met. Section 112(1) authorizes States to submit
programs to the Administrator for approval for implementing and
enforcing emission standards. Section 112(1) also goes on to
state that such programs may provide for partial, as well as
complete, delegation of the EPA's authorities and
responsibilities.. The approval and delegation process is.
addressed in detail in the EPA's notice of proposed rulemaking:
"Approval of State Programs and Delegation of Federal
Authorities; Proposed Rules," published on May 19, 1993,

(58 FR. 29296).

As a result, the. provision:limiting the:authority: to. judge-
the equivalency of different equipment to the EPA.has. been
deleted from the final standards. Doing so, however, does not
mean that these provisions will be "automatically" delegated to
States upon application. In addition, delegating these
provisions will not preclude the EPA from considering petitions
submitted‘by various equipment suppliers or vendors and making
equivalency determinations on a national level.
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- Comment: One commenter (iV-D-14) offered a suggestion for
section 63.323 of the proposal, which allows alternative
technologies to be used in lieu of the specified control devices.
The commenter stated that a properly operating carbon adsorber
exhausts approximately 25 parts per million (ppm) of PCE at
600 cubic feet per minute (cfﬁ). The commenter included
calculations to show that this exhaust is equivalent to
3.1 pounds of PCE emissions per day, assuming the adsorber
operates 8 hours per day.

The commenter suggested that the EPA could specify in the
equivalency provision that one possible method for demonstrating
an alternative technology would be to show that emissions from a
given control device would result in no more than 3.1 pounds of
PCE emissions éer day. The commenter pointed out that this
approach would achieve similar emissions reductions without tying
the alternative control to a particular PCE concentration,
exhaust flow rate, or total exhaust time. The commenter believed
that this apbroach could simplify the task of those considering
or engaged in the manufacture of alternative control devices.

The commenter believed that this equivalency approach could lead
to the design and construction of simpler and less expensive
alternative control technologies for controlling PCE emissions.

Response: As stated elsewhere, new and uncontrolled
existing dry cleaning madhines.are;required to: install
refrigerated condensers to comply with the requirements of the
final NESHAP. Existing dry cleaning machines with existing
carbon adsorbers built prior to promulgation will not be required
to replace their carbon. adsorbers with refrigerated condensers,
but. new ‘carbon: adsorbers. are not allowed for process-vent
control.. Therefore, potential alternative: technologies will be
evaluated based on équivalent performance to a refrigerated
éondenser rather than a carbon adsorber. '

With regard to carbon adsorbers, however, the EPA does not
agree'with the commenter that 25 ppm is the normal exhaust
concentration when the dry cleaning machine is not venting to the
carbon adsorber and, in EPA's opinion, the assumption that a
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properly operated carbon adsorber exhausts at a constant 25 ppm
has not been verified. In any event, because the performance of
carbon adsorbers in actual practice has been shown to be inferior
to refrigerated condensers and because a refrigerated condenser
is configured differently from a carbon adsorber, the approach
suggested by the commenter is not appropriate for determining
equivalency with the performance of a réfrigerated condenser.

Requiring the same approach for demonstrating the
equivalency of an alternative technology may not be appropriate
for all types of new control technologies introduced to the
market. For this reason, specific methods for demonstrating
equivalehcy are left to the requestor seeking equivalency, based
on the specific characteristics of the control technology.

omment: One commenter (IV-D-19) expected to be requesting
an equivalency determination for a new control technology in the
near future. For this reason, the commenter requested guidance
in seeking equivalency under section 63.323 of the proposal.

First, the commenter asked what type of information should
be included about the control technblogy. The commenter thought
that pertinent information would include: a general description
of the equipment; a schematic of the equipment denoting its size;
cost of the equipment (both when added to a new machine and when
a machine was retrofitted); and energy requirements of the
system..

Second, the commenter asked ﬁhat was needed concerning
process or fugitive emission data. The commenter asked what type
of data must be collected and over what time period. The
commenter wanted to know if the applicant is responsible for
collecting baseline data:on the:particular- piece: of equipment
prior to the control being added. The commenter wondered if the
EPA would require monitoring data to be collected from more than
one machine. The commenter also questioned ' whether the EPA would
require the piece of equipment being used in the testing to ‘
already be used on a commercial basis. The commenter asked
whether the EPA or its contractor would collect emissions data in
addition to the data being collected by the applicant.
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Third, the commenter inquired about efficiency
determination. The commenter asked how the EPA would calculate
the efficiency of the particular control technology being
considered. The commenter also questioned that if a system
reduces both'process and fugitive emissions, would the EPA
consider both reductions in its determination.

Fourth, the commenter asked about the overall approval
process. The commenter requested an outline of the steps and an
estimate of the time needed to undergo the equivalency approval
process. ) |

Response: 1In answer to the commenters' questions, it is
difficult to specify what information must be submitted without
knowing some details of the emission control technology or system
for which a determination of equivalency is requested. 1In
addition, a description of this information must be broad and
general in nature to accommodate all possibilities. It is
possible, however, to be more specific, and the final NESHAP
specifies that the following information must be submitted:

] Diagrams, as appropriate, illustrating the emission

control technology, its operation and integration into
or function with dry-to-dry machine(s) or transfer

machine system(s) during each portion of the normal dry
cleaning cycle;

. Information quantifying vented PCE emissions from the
dry-to-dry machine(s) or transfer machine systems (s)
during each portion of the dry cleaning cycle with and
without the use of the candidate emission control
technology;

. Information on solvent mileage achieved with and
without the candidate emission control technology.
Solvent. mileage- is. the. average: weight of. articles-
cleaned per volume of PCE used;-

. Identification of maintenance requirements and
_parameters to monitor to.ensure proper operation and.
maintenance;

° Explanation of why this information is considered

accurate and representative of both the short-term and
long-term performance of the candidate emission control
technology on' the specific dry cleaning system.
examined;
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o ﬁxplanation of why this information can be extrapolated
to dry cleaning systems other than the specific
system(s) examined;

A Information on the cross-media 1mpacts (to water and
solid waste) of the candidate emission control
technology and demonstration that the cross-media
impacts are less than or equal to the cross-media
impacts of a refrigerated condenser.

2.14 MISCELLANEOUS

2.14.1 Cla551f;cgtion of Berchlo;oetgglene as a Volatile Organic
Comgound
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) agreed that PCE needs to

be controlled as an air toxic. However, the commenter believed
that including PCE as a volatile organic compound (VOC) has
createdla problem. The commenter pointed out that the EPA
published a Federal Register notice on October 24, 1983,

(48 FR 49097) proposing to add PCE to the list of exempt VOC
compounds. The commenter stated that a final action on the PCE
photochemical reéctivity issue is being withheld until the PCE
toxicity issue is resolved. :

The commenter stated that, pursuant to the definition of voC
(which includés PCE), and the EPA and State guidelines, his air
pollution control district was required to issue emission
reduction credits (ERC's) for substantial reductions in PCE
emissions at a single source (107 tons per year). The commenter
explained that, under the existing VOC definition, these ERC's
must be used to offset emission increases from_new sources of VOC
whose photochemical reactivity is not negligible, resulting in a
net increase in ozone precursors. The commenter argued that the
use: of’ PCE. ERC's: as: offsets: exacerbates. the severe. ozone:
nonattainment problem in his area because the emission increases
in reactive compounds would-not be truly offset.

The' commenter recommended that the EPA finalize its proposal
to list PCE as an exempt VOC compound, concurrent with final
action to control PCE dry cleaners.

Response: The EPA recently proposed adding PCE to the list
of compounds exempt as: a- VOC on the basis that it has. negligible
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photochemical reactivity and thus does not contribute to
tropospheric ozone formation. A proposed rulemaking describing
the addition of PCE to the VOC exempt list has been published in
the Federal Register (57 FR 48490, October 26, 1992). The
outcome of that rulemaking will have no impacts on the dry
cleaning NESHAP. ‘

2.14.2 carcinogen Risk Assessment Classification of
Perchloroethylene '

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-14, IV-D-21) expressed views
on carcinogenic risk. One commenter (IV-D-14) urged the EPA to
recognize in the preamble to the final NESHAP the recommendations
of its own Science Advisory Board (SAB) regarding revisions in
the Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment pertaining to the
classification of PCE. The commenter quoted an excerpt from the
document, Health Effects Assessment of Perchlorocethvlene,
EPA-SAB-EHC-91-013, which stated that there is "no compelling
evidence of human cancer risk" from exposure to PCE. The
commenter recognized that, at this time, it cannot be
conclusively stated whether or not PCE is a potential carcinogen
and, therefore, concurred with the SAB that further research be
pursued to study the health risks of PCE.

Another commenter (IV-D-21) submitted a paper and scientific
articles to support that no adverse health effects would be
expected: at environmental or even,workplace,leQels:of PCE
exposure.

Response: In its evaluation of PCE, the SAB recognized the
difficulty of placing PCE into one of the categories designated
in the current Guj i () arcinogen Risk Assessment.
Therefore,. in: the: Health Effects Assessment of Perchiloroethviene,
the SAB. recommended that, "when the Guidelines are revised, their
- flexibility should be endorsed and strengthened, and that
exceptions to-a strict categorization are a: practical necessity"
(EPA-SAB-EHC-91-013; page 7). '

The EPA is currently revising the quidelines. This effort
is not intended to be a solution to the,uncertainty about the
carcinogenicity of PCE or any other specific agent. Revisions
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are being considered to ensure that the guidelines reflect
current knowledge about carcinogenic risk.

At this time, it is premature to discuss whether the
revisions to the guidelines may affect earlier classifications of
chemicals, and the EPA does not believe it pertinent to
speculate. )

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-24, IV-D-25) cited evidence
to support that perchloroethylene should be considered a probable
human carcinogen. One commenter (IV-D-24) objected to the
Science Advisory Board position presented in the proposal NESHAP
which stated that "in the spirit of flexibility encouraged by the
Guidelines, our best judgment places this compound on a continuum
between these two categories." This commenter asserted that the
qualitative assessment of the carcinogenicity of PCE'(as
presented in the NESCAUM Health Evaluation Document for PCE,
1986) concludes that sufficient animal evidence would constitute
consideration of PCE as a probable human carcinogen. This
commenter further argued that evidence for carcinogenicity based
on qualitative indicators of possible cancer risk to humans
includes éorroboration of carcinogenicity by more than one
investigator; multiple routes of exposure (oral, gavage, and
inhalation); multiple species; diversity of primary tumor
locations. and types; evidence of genotoxicity and structure
activity relations with. other carcinogens. Based on findings of
this evaluation, this commenter concluded that PCE is a probable
.human carcinogen and may present both an occupational and public
health risk to exposed populations, pafticularly to people living
near the dry cleaning facility.

The other commenter: (IV-D=-25) pointed- out that. although
there is some: debate about the carcinogenic.classification of
PCE, experts agree that exposure increases cancer risk and should
be limited. This commenter cited ' two studies by the National
Toxicology program, which recommended:

the overall‘carcinogenic evidence for

tetrachlorocethylene would be elevated to Group B2

meaning that tetrachloroethylene should be considered a
"probable human carcinogen."
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This commenter stated that the International Agency for Research
on Cancer (IARC) also classifies perchloroethylene as a B2
carcinogen.

This commenter cited a letter from the SAB to the
Administrator:

As perchloroethylene illustrates, the distinction
between the B2 and C categories can be an arbitrary
distinction on a continuum of weight of evidence . . .
From a scientific point of view, it seems inappropriate
for EPA and other agencies to requlate substances that
are classified B2 and not to consider regulation of
compounds classified as C, regardless of the level of’
human exposure . . . A substance classified as C '
(limited evidence in animals) for which human exposure
is high may represent a much greater potential threat
to human health.

EPA and other agencies (including those in state
governments) may, therefore, wish to take steps to
reduce high exposures to substances in the C category
whenever there appears to be a potentially significant
threat to human health . . . Indoor exposure to
perchloroethylene, such as might be found in dry
cleaning establishments not using the equivalent of
good industrial hygiene practices, could merit actions
under this criterion.

Response: The EPA uses the Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk

Assessment, published in the Federal Register on September 24,
1986, to determine the appropriate weight-of-evidence
classification for a chemical. At the present time, with the:

. current guidelines, the EPA has not determined whether PCE would
be classified more appropriately as a 52 or as a C carcinogen.
Under the current guidelines, and with the present data, PCE
could be viewed as a B2 carcinogen, or probable human carcinogen.
This is, however,. only one view in:a.range of views.which. cover:
the C to B2 range. The EPA Science Advisory Board (SAB) presents
the position that, "in the spirit of flexibility encouraged by
the Guidelines, our best judgment places this compound on a
continuum between these two categories.™ Uncertainty in the PCE
data base leads the SAB to recommend its being classified on a
continuum between B2 and C. The EPA has not adopted any
position, but is considering all views on the classification of
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PCE while also promoting research to reduce uncertainty in the
data base for PCE. :

The SAB also states that "a substance classified as C
(limited evidence in animals) for which human exposure is high
may represent a much greater threat to human health" than a
substance classified as B2. The EPA agrees that, since cancer
risk is likely to increase as exposure to the cancer-causing
agent increases, exposure to the agent should be limited. 1In
evaluating the cancer risk posed by a chemical, the EPA takes
into account the potency, weight-of-evidence classification,
potential for exposure to the chemical, and other factors
relating to behavior of the agent in the environment or in the
exposed individual. The high potential for exposure to PCE gives
support to its being regulated. . |
2.14.3 Public Health Impact

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-24) thought that the public
health impacf of the proposal NESHAP was not evaluated
sufficiently. This commenter stated that the EPA presented a
public health impact analysis based on a qualitative
toxidological assessment of PCE but neglected to evaluate other
criteria for determining public health impacts from PCE.exposure,
such as the location of emission points and the potential for -
exposure, fate and transport of the emissions (half-life,
deposition characteristics, etc.) or the activity patterns of
potentially exposed populations.

This commenter asserted that the population model the EPA
used to project national impacts was not appropriate for
assessing the localized public health impact from area sources.
The- commenter: believed. that this type: of analysis: dilutes- the.
actual public health impacts resulting from exposure to high
concentrations of fugitive PCE emissions from dry cleaners.

Response: The level of detail recommended by the commenter:
for the evaluation of public health impacts is more extensive
than necessary for this particular rulemaking. A population
model that projects national impacts was not used to assess the
localized public health impact of emissions from area sources for
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this rulemaking. Estimated national emissions reductions are
discussed in the proposed standard, but impacts on public health
' were considered in a qualitative assessment, as noted by the
commenter. ' '

2-102




